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SUMMARY 



Rice production practices, costs, and returns varied among regions of th> 
United States. According .o budgets based on the 198^. Fafm Costs and 
l^l^'J^^'^^y' relatively high in Califorril a'd on rhrL.. 

waoc ux xexas ana iow in the Mississippi River Delta, Southwest 
Louisiana, and Northeast Arkansas rice-growing regions. 

Jni^^^rf ^c^"'^"^ greatest in 1984 on the Lower C^ast of Texas 

and least in Soutnwest Louisiana. On the Lower Coast of Texas variable 
expenses, particularly those related to machinery use, were grL^esJ 

W«r!L M Coast of Texas and smallest in Southwest 

7rier^n; of """^f ''''' ^"^^8^ California, about 

/5 percent of the acreage in Southwest Louisiana, and about 60 percent on 

nd oS'"e'u°::Ir°Coa:r% x""' 
water nurch^S f """"^ '^'^ ^""^^^ irrigated with 

fluiflorf 5 r ""^"^^ companies or irrigation districts. Wells and 

surface sources (rivers, lakes, and ponds) provided most of the 

G^if pi^?.r'" the Mississippi River Delta, Northeast Arkansas, the 
.Innr l ' Southwest Louisiana. On the Lower CoaPt of Texas 

about half was irrigated from wells and half from canals. 

Cropland acreage per farm was highest in the Mississippi River Delta 
«n^-*^^"'^' '° highest on the Upper Coast of T«as 

on the Grand Pr«ir?^ 1 ^ '^^'^f Arkansas, Southwest Louisiana, and 
soybeans '° "'^^'^ 'han rice, most oft^n 

Total variable expenses were highast on the Lower Coast of Texas 17 

IrSn^as On It'T 'T'" '° '"^^ Northeast 

Arkansas. On the Lower Coast of Texas, field operations per acre and the 
cost of purchased water were by far the highest of those In anj region 
oSi6h°^^ o"««t by large cash receipts, tL resuU 

yiefd rL'!i'!\ °° °^ despite abSve 'averagf 

yle]d, returns to an acre of rice were least favorable. 

rn«f 0^''°°°'°^'' "^'^ ''"^ i° 'he Mississippi River Delta. Every 

cost component was below the national average in the Delta Total 
variable expenses in Northeast Arkansas were the lowest aith!-^!h\>, 
amount of field operations was above average. Cash^" eip\' !°d1e iTlo. 
Lw^cosr^d tTth'e \°"J^-«\^-i«i-- Average recei ts'p'roduced at' 
Arkansas. favorable returns in the Delta and Northeast 
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U.S. Rice Farms 

A Regional Comparison 



Robert Dismukes 



INTRODUCTION 

Rice, a major U.S. field crop, is critically important to the economies 
of the areas where it is produced. In Arkansas and Louisiana, for 
example, farmers earned 10-20 percent of their agricultural cash receipts 
in 1984 from rice (1, 3). 1/ 

How and where farmers grou rice influence its costs of production and, 
consequently, the returns to rice production. To estimate the costs of 
producing rice and other major field crops, the Economic Research Service 
(ERS) constructs crop-specific budgets that represent typical production 
practices and their costs in each State or, in the case of rice 
production, each region in which a significant amount of production takes 
place. These per-acr^ budgetr, summaries of all operator and landlord 
costs and returns associated with the production of the crop, are 
aggregated by the proportion of total acreage they represent to produce 
regional and national estimates. ERS has constructed budgets fcr seven 
rice-growing regions. 

Data for the budgets are obtained from published reports and from 
periodic surveys of producers. A sample of rice producers was surveyed 
about their production practices and expenses as part of the 1984 Farm 
Costs and Returns Survey (?CRS). Rice producers were previously surveyed 
in 1979 (5) and will be surveyed again about production practices in 
1988. Survey data are supplemented and updated between surveys with 
information from the National Agricultural Statistics Service (NASS) and 
State agricultural statistics offices. This report summarizes and 
compares the operating characteristics, production practices, and costs 
of production of rice farms in the seven budget regions and the total 
United States. These data are the basis of ERS rice costs-of-production 
estimates for 1984-87 (6). 



DATA SOURCES 

ERS and NASS jointly conducted the 1984 FCRS in early 1985. The 1984 
FCRS was a multiframe stratified suirvey composed of a list atd an area 
frame. The list frame, made up of farmers known to have prevl'^usly grown 
rice, was stratified by size. The area frame, aerial photo>,raphs of land 

Dismukes is an agricultural economist in the iculture and Rural 
Economy Division, Economic Research Service. 

1/ Underscored numbers in parentheses cite sources in the References 
section. 
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segments was stratified by land use. The sample was drawn to represent 
the population of U.S. rice producers. 2/ Five hundred thirty-two rice 
farmers completed questionnaires. Each completed questionnaire or 
observation of rice production represented a number of rice farms with 
similar characteristics. NASS and ERS estimated the number represented. 

a survey e.-oan8ion fartnr. tk^ oa„r»i u ^j... . .. ^ culcu, 

" B— K-"-'- «uoci.»«iLiouB were tnen expanded to 

factir weighting each observation by its expansion 

With each estimate comes a coefficient of variation, a measure of the 
statistical precision or dispersion of values about the estimate. For 
totals, coefficients of variation were derived froa the variation in the 

strata, measuring the statistical precision of the estimate, 
coefficients of variations of averages per farm are more complex. They 
tnLf" ^° °^ ^° estimates: the variable of interest and the 

int^rnr^ h" f f"""' ^ ^°«f"^ient of variation of a mean may be 
interpreted simply as the dispersion of values about their mean. 

A coefficient of variation is a percentage, 100 times the standard error 
or deviation divided by the estimate, and can be used to construct a 
av^a^rr/°'f ''^^ '^"^ estimate. For example, the estimated 

Z Tlt " coefficient of variation 

18 /.y/. This means that, according to the FCRS, about 68 percent of the 

licVlT^ ""''^"^ 258 and 302 acres of 



LOCATION OF RICE PRODUCTION 

U.S. farmers produced nearly 139 miUion hundredweight (cwt) of rice on 
j.8 million acres of cropland in 1984, substantiallv above 1983 levels 

^leVven^t^r'^"''!^' ^'"f"" (table'l). Figure 1 shows 

the sftven rice-growing regions. The counties and crop renorting 
districts of each region are listed in appendix table 1. "The 
rice-g. owing areas adjacent to the Mississippi River in Mississippi, 
Missouri Louisiana, and Arkansas are referred to as the Mississippi 
River Delta. The Arkansas regions, in addition to the Delta, are the 
Grand Prairie, which is the south-central part of the State, ard 
rZT^^^, Arkansas, which is the area west of the Delta and northeast of 
the Grand Prairie. Along the gulf coast there are three regions: 
Southwest Louisiana, the Upper Coast and Lower Coast of Texas. The 
California reg -n includes the Sacramento and San Joaquin Valleys. 

More than 70 percent of the farms that produced rice in 1984 were located 
U.IT. iPPi/iv« Delta, the Grand Prairie, and Northeast Arkansas 

(table 2). Approximately 60 percent oi rice acreage was in the same 
three regions (table 3). Northeast Arkansas led the regions in total 

2/ The 1979 and 1984 surveys are not strictly comparable because of 
differences in sample design. In the 1979 Costs-of-Producnion Survey, 
acr'esMlic'e'p^a^nte^:'" interviewed was proportional to 

3/ Abo-,t 68 percent of the probability density of a normally 
distributed random variable lies within one standard deviation above and 
one stendard deviation below the mean. The standard deviation of mean 
U.S. rice acreage is 22.32. 



acreage planted. The Lower Coast of Texas had tne fewest acres of rice 
planted. 



CHARACTERISTICS OF FARMS PRODUCING RICE 

A farm's production situation, that is, its size, crop mix, and tenure 
(who owns the farm and how it is operated) affects costs of production 
and returns. A description of rice producers' situations follows. 

Acreage 

Average rice farm acreage was larger than average cash grain farm 
acreage. Rice farms operated 1,244 acres, while cash grain farms 
operated 647 acres per farm (4). The largest rice farms were in the 
Mississippi River Delta. Average acreage of rice, however, was greatest 
on the Upper Coast of Texas and smallest on the Grand Prairie. 

Crop Mix 

Farms that grew rice also produced other crops in 1984 (tables 3 and 4). 
More than 60 percent of the cropland on U.S. rice farms was planted to 
crops other than rice. In the '/ississippi River Delta, Northeast 
Arkansas, the Grand Prairie, and Southwest Louisiana, more than 50 
percent of the cropland on rice farms was planted to other crops. Rice 
farmers in these four regions planted more acres to soybeans than to 
rice. In Texas and California, more acres on rice farms were planted to 
rice than to other crops. Soybeans, sorghum, and corn were common 
alternate crops in Texas. California rice farms, which did not plant 
soybeans, produced sugar beets,' alfalfa, and vegetables. Beef cattle 
were present on 30-40 percent of the rice farms in each of the two Texas 
regions and in Northeast Arkansas. 

Farmers always irrigate rice, but most other crops on rice farms grow 
without irrigation. California rice growers, however, irrigated more 
acreage for other crops than rice. 

Tenure of Operator 

Cropland may be owned or rented by f^e produ er, and the rent may be paid 
either in cash or as a shaie of the production. Rice farmers planted 
more of their rice on rented land than on land that they owned in 1984 
(table 5). Nearly half of the U^S. rice acreage was sh^ire rented, and 
another 15 percent was cash reuted. In the Grand Prairie, the Lower 
Coast of Texas, and Southwest Louisiana, more than half of the rice 
acreage was share rented. About 40 percent of the farms produced rice 
only on share-rented land. 

Share Rental Agreements 

A landlord typically receives a share of the tenant's rice production in 
exchange for providing land and paying portions of other costs under l 
share rental agreement. The share of production that a landlord receives 
varies with the amount of cost the landlord pays (table 6). 



About 20 percent of the share agreementP were for land only In 1984 In 
these cases, the landlord provided no other inputs. 

^^aT.^^ percent of the agreements included only irrigation costs In 
addition to the land. Nearly all such agreements included a portion cf 

^«n«?«''r;^M 7^ "'^11^' " C-iif— i». -"here most water came from 

canals (table 7). The landlord most often paid the entire cost of an 
irrigation Item. 

Most share agreements included --^th irrigation and nonirrigation costs. 
Under these agreements, the lanaxord's share of production was the 
greatest. Nonirrigation items were most often fertilizers, pesticides, 
and rice drying (table 8). When a nonirrigation item was included, the 
xandlord most often paid half of its cost. 

Cash Rental Agreements 

The landlord may share costs as part ox a cash rental agreement. Such 
agreements ari^c mainly for irrigation expenses, as the landowner may 

t "^^^^'^ sources on or near the rented land. In 1984, 

about 20 percent of the cash rental agreements cf rice provided that the 
landlord pay a portion of irrigation expenses (table 9). Under most of 
these agreements the landlord would pay the entire cost of the item: 
purchased irrigation water in California and the Lower Coast of Texas and 
wells in tne other regions. Cash rents were highest in California and 
lowest on the Upper Coast of Texas (table 9). 



RICE PRODUCTION PRACTICES 

Farmers plant rice between March and May and harvest it between July and 
late October. Rice grows in stan'lag water on land that has been leveled 
into paddies. Rice farmers construct semipermaneat levees and flood the 

Kfoi'\:riest' IT, " 

Technical Services 

Surveying for levees was custom hired for most rice acreage in all 
^[n?^°°Tu"''^P' Southwest Louisiana and the Lower Coast of Texas (table 
xu;. The per-acre expenditure for surveying was highest in Calif oruia 
and lowest in Southwest Louisiana. 

?J^Mo'?S^°^''t^ services, such as soil testing, were rarely hired In 1984 
Uabie lo;. In most regions, farmers hired technical services on less 
than 3 percent of the rice acreage. 

Field Operations 

Almost all rice production operations ai3 mechanized, performed by the 
farm operators with their machinery or custom hired (table 11). The 
extent of each field operation is measured in times-over, which is the 
acreage covered In the operation divided by the total acreage planted to 
rice. Times-over describes the operations on an average acre of rice. 
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Table 12 shows what implements are used in field operatioas and their 
sizes. Other implements were less frequently used: disk plows rather 
than chisel plows in the Delta, Southwest Louisiana, and the Grand 
Prairie; heavy disks rather than regular tandem disks In California; 
roller and finishing harrows in Northeast Ai:kans£S and the Grand Prairie; 
and broadcast seeders rather than plain disk drill seeders iu Northeast 
Arkansas . 

Tillage 

Tillage constituted about 70 percent of the times-over for all field 
operations in each region. Total times-over for tillage, use of plows, 
disks, field cultivators, harrows, bedders and shapers, soil packers, and 
other tillage implements, was greatest on the Lower Coast of Texas, more 
than double the amount of times-over in Southwest Louisiana. The Lower 
Coast of Texas and Southwest Louisiana also ranked first and last in 
tillage in 1979. Most of the differences among regions in the amount of 
taiage centered on disking, harrowing, and packing during 1984. Rice 
farmers tilled less in 1984 than they did in 1979, according to the 1984 
FCRS. 

Seeding 

Rice is seeded either from airplanes or from ground equipment. Airplanes 
must be used when farmers flood fields before seeding. Seed drills or 
broadcast seeders nay be used when seeding precedes flooding. Aerial 
seeding is almost always a custom-hired operation. 

Seeding from airplanes was more common than seeding from ground equipment 
in California, Southwest Louisiana, and the Upper Coast of Texas (table 
13). Ninevy-seven percent of the rice acreage in California and 78 
percent in Southwest Louisiana were aerial-seeded. Rice farmers in 
Arkansas used air seeding least. 

The mix of seeding methods has changed little between 1979 and 1984. 
Drill Seeding was popular xn 1984 on the Grand Prairie, Northeast 
Arkansas, and the Delta. Air seeding in both years was confined largely 
to California, Southwest Louisiana j and the Upper Coast of Texas. 

Seeding rates were higher on aerial-seeded land than on land seeded with 
ground equipment. The seeding rate was highest for aerial-seeded acreage 
in California and lowest for drill-seeded acreage on the Upper Coast of 
Texas. 

Fertilizer 

Farmers can apply fertilizer to rice fields from airplanes or from ground 
equipment, depending upon whether the field is flooded at the time. The 
initial application, usually at planting, may be handled by ground 
equipment if the field has not yet been flooded. Airplanes usually 
provide subsequent applications on flooded fields. Table 14 shows 
fertilizer application rates on rice acreage in 1984. 
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Pesticides 



Rice pests can be controlled by planting disease-resistant varieties, by 
plowing, and by applying chemical pesticides. Pesticides may be applied 
to rice seeds or sprayed on rice paddles, irrlgatiorx ditches, and levees. 

^^ntP^""^ ^u"'''' °^ «P^"' 'he most on pesticides per 

planted acre and Southwest Louisiana farmers spent the least ftable 15). 
These two regions also ranked flrsc and last in pesticide expenditures xn 

Weed control was the major reason for the use of chemicals in rice 
proauctlon In 1979 Chemical costs for weed control ranged between 77 

?rom'the'^%%^°^;.^e'y!'• '^'^ °° °' 

Hand Labor 

Some hand labor Is required to grow rice (table 16). More than 75 
^fZulT^ the hours of hand labor in every region except California 
focused on irrigation-related activities. The greatest amount of hand 
ia^er '^"r f required in flooding and walking levees to attend to 

water. Total hours of hand labor per acre was greatest in the 
MisslRsippi River Delta and smallest on the Grand Prairie in 1984. Rice 

?n.^h„p\'^' °^ ""^^ l^bor per acre and 

Southwest Louisiana the least in 1979. 

Irrigation 

All rice acreage m 1984 was irrigated, and the water came from three 

Qakes an^r^v^r«/'^^;^ "efi" (P""hased water), and surface sources 
(lakes and rivers). The chief water source differed from region to 

rnSn^/ ]' ^"^^«^ received water purchased from canal 

Zer J^V'Tf °' districts in California and on'he 

waJ^r iTi Lu lilt"' "^'^ °' the acreage was irrigated with purchased 
water and half with water from wells on the Lower Coast of Texas. 

SouthwL^^r^f Z^''"'' ^° *ith purchased water In 

Southwest Louisiana. Most rice was Irrlgatea with well water elsewhere. 

A rice farmer typically drew irrigation water from only one source. 
Fewer than 10 percent of the farms in 1984 commingled irrigation water 
fhoM. °' sources. Sources of irrigation water appear to have been 

about the same in 1984 a 1979. In California and SoSfhwest Louisiana^ 

198r"rn™™r»t?"' "P°^«^«d irrigated with purchased water in 

iyB4. Commingling of irrigation water sources was also rare in 1979. 

Pumps 

Irrigation pumps can draw underground water from wells or pump water over 

^.J.it^%°L^ T^'^i ^'^^^ '° ^"°'h"- The 1984 fcRS m^de no 

TrllT . . the depth of the wells or the pumping lifts. Analysts 
combined data for all pumps used in rice production (table 18). 
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Pumps were most numerous per farm in the two Arkansas areas and in the 
Mississippi River Delta, where well water was most common. (Wells in 
these areas drew from less than 500 feet, according to the 1979 survey.) 
Electricity powered most pumps in the two Arkansas arees. Electricity 
and diesel split as 4>ower sources in the Delta. Electricity was also the 
most frequeat power source for pumps in California. Diesel was the 
favored fuel in Southwest Louisiana and the Upper Coast of Texas. On the 
Lower Coast cf Texas, rice farmers favored natural gas. 

Tractors, Combines, Buggies, and Trucks 

Rice farmers use tractors mainly to build levees and ditches and to 
prepare the land for seeding. Farmers harvest the crop with combines c d 
transport the grain from the combines to trucks by rice buggies. 

The tractors, combines, buggies, and trucks described by farmers in the 
FCRS were either owned, rented, or leased for the entire 1984 growing 
season. Equipmr.nt used in h custom-hired operation was not included; its 
cost was included in che custom charge. 

Tractors 

Table 19 presents a description of the tractors US'" * in rice production 
in 1984. Two-wheel-drive tractors were the most common. Seventy-five 
percent of the tractors on rice farms were two-wheel-drive, and, on 
average, farms in every region except California had two or more 
two-wheel-drive tractors. About 18 percent of tractors were 
four-wheel-drive. Crawler tractors, about 5 percent of the tractors on 
rice farms, were most common in California. More than 90 percent of the 
crawlers were located in rh±s State. Farmers drove four-wheel-assisted 
tractors in every region except the Lower Coast of Texas. The D^lta 
contained more than half of the four-wheel-assisted tractors. 

More than 90 percent of all tractors were diesel powered (table 19). 
Four-wneel-drive tractors, on average, provided the greatest takeoff 
horsepower and two-wheel-drive tractors the least. Forty percent of the 
two- and four-wheel-drive tractors owned by rice farmers were bought used 
(table 20). Tractors in California were the oldest. 

Combines 

A rice farmer also typically used more than one combine to harvest his 
crop in 1984 (table 21). Farmers on Texas upper and lower coasts 
averaged more than two combines per farm. Nearly all combines on rice 
farms were owned, not leased, and most were purchased new, except for 
two-wheel-drive combines in Northeast Arkansas and California. 
Two-wheel-dri/e combines were the most popular in e^ery region except 
California, where 97 percent of the combines were either track or 
combination track and wheel drive. 

A similar distribution of drive types of combines occurred in 1979 with 
two exceptions: in California, 56 percent of the combines were track 
drive in 1979, and 75 percent in 1984; in Northeast Arkansas in 1979 just 
1 percent of combines were combine* tion drive, but by 1984, an estimated 
22 percent of the combines were. The four-wheel-drive combines were 




newer than the two-wheel-di-lve combines, an average of 2 to 5 years 
nener, depending upon the region (table 21). 

Rice Buggies 

Rice farmers drain the fields shortly before harvej.t. Because fields are 
t-en too dao.p to support trucks, rice buggies, which have large 
tractorlii res. transport the crop from the combines to the trucks. 

'f^ °^ ^^"^^ buggy (table 22) „ 

Growers used more buggies than combines in Northeast Arkansas, Grand 
t-rairie. Southwest Louisiana, and the Lower Coast of Texas. Rice buggies 
in California .ad the greatest average capacity and were most often 
^egioSr^ Buggies were most often pulled by tractors in other 

Trucks 

Pickup trucks, used on 91 percent of rice farms, were the most common 
type^of truck in 1984 (table 23). Mileage per pickup was greatest in <.he 

Most rice farmers also had larger trucks. Eighty-six percent of the 
farms had at least one truck larger than a pickup. Of these, single-axle 
trucks were the most common. All regions, except the Lower Coast of 
i.xas, averaged more than one single-axle truck per farm. 

Gasoline powered more than 90 percent of the single-axle trucks. The 
average year of manufacture of a single-axle truck r. iged from 1966 on 
the Grand Prairie to 1974 in the Delta. 

There wore about four times as many single-axle trucks than tandem-axle 
trucks on rice farms in 1984. There were fewer semitrucks than 

w^i^'^r"'''.' P""°t of the semitrucks on rice farms 

were located in tho two Arkansas areas plus the Delta. 



Post-Harvest Operations 

Growers harvest rice f about 20-percent moisture and dry it to about 
IJ-percent moisture. Otherwise, producers sell rice "green.' Rice 
drying may take place in the farmer's own dryer, located on the farm, or 
in a commercial dryer Rice may be rauled to the dryer in the farmer's 
own tri k, or it may be custom-hauled. 

Drying 

Producers d.ied about three-fourths of the 1984 t ^.e crops, mostly in 
commercially operated off-farm dryers (table 24). On the Lower Coast of 
Texas, growers dried more than 90 percent commercially. Onlyin 
iTillTr o^f^^" drying most popular. In California and 

the Lpper Coast of T.xas, almost all rice was commercially dried. About 
half the crop was producer-dried on the Grand Prairie. Delta growers 

«olH °^ '^^''^ '^'"^ f""'^ on the Grand irairie 

sold their entire crop grera, and purchasers subsequently dried it. Less 
rice was sold green in 1979. 
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Natural gas was the most popular fuel for oafarm drying in Southwest 
Louisiana and the Lower Coast of Texas (fable 25). Liquefied petroleum 
gas was most popular in the Delta, on the Grand Prairie, and in 
California. Electricity was common Northeast Arkansas and on the 
Upper Coast of Texas* 

Hauling 

Rice farmers used their own trucks to haul all rice dried onfarm (table 
26). Only on the Upper Coast of Texas was more than 20 percent of tue 
onfarm dried crop custom-hauled. Growers also drove their own trucks to 
haul rice dried off the farm to commercial dryers. Only on the Lower 
Coast of Texas and in California was more than half the commercially 
dri'ed crop custom-hauled to the dryer. 

RICE PRODUCTION COSTS AND RETURNS 

Table 27 shows estimates of the average costs and returns per acre of 
rice in 1984, the year that the FCRS obtained detailed production 
practice data for rice. The estimates were calculated with the aid of 
the FEDS budget generator. The structure of accounts and the methodology 
came from the anoaal i:.coDomic Indicators of the Farm Sector ; Costs of 
Production (6). Costs are summarized as variable expenses, capital 
replacement ,^f ixed expenses, and economic costs, which are subtracted 
from caph re'^eipts. The difference between cash receipts and economic 
costs is a return to management and risk. 

Cash Receipts 

Cash receipts are the average per-planted-acre yie?.d multiplied by the 
harvest-month average price for rice. Direct Government pajonents, 
storage costs, and changes in the value of assets are not included. 

Fdce prices and, thus, the cash receipts reported should be used with 
caution, j^l The prices were estimated based on the proportion of each 
rice grain type produced in each region and the Commodity Credit 
Corporation (CCC) loan rate differential for each type of rice. 5/ 

Cash receipts per planted acre of rice were highest in California in 
1984. Medium- and short-graJn rice, which produce higher yields than 
long-grain, were most common in California. Medium and short grains 
brought lower prices, but their yields in 1984 were sufficiently large to 
result in cash receipts per , that were higher than those for long 
grain. On the Lower Coast of Texas, the nei.c liighest area in cash 
receipts and a long-grain area, both yield and price were above the 
national average. Ratoon cropping (second cutting) was prevalent there. 
In Southwest Louisiana and the Delta, both yield and the price of rice 
were below the national average. Cash receipts were lowest in Southwest 
Louisiana. 

"*4/ NASS cannot, due to confidentiality restrictions, directly disclose 
State-level harvest-month price estimates for rice. 

5/ The CCC loan rate in 1984 was i9.12 per cwt for long-grain rice and 
$6780 per cwt for medium- and short-grain rice. 
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Cash Expenses and Capital Replacement 

(out-of-pocket costs incurred during production) are 
^ilii P variable and fixed expenses. Capital replacement is a 
charge for replacing buildings and machinery. 

Variable expenses 

Colsf o' xf^r'i 7"*"' '° ^^'^ °° the Lower 

toast of Texas, 17 percent greater than in the next hi^'hest reaion thP 

L^'tL'TA\e' ^exas and 76 percent more than in the Cest ^fg?:;.'"' 

fJeS^nlrtnon'':; °° °^ ""^^^ooi more 

for M^f^ n ° producers in any other region. Total ti-s-over 

nlliitt] operations on the Lower Coast of Texas was 50 percent above the 
national average. The second harvest of rice accounts for some of the 
difference, but there was also substantially more tillage than average on 
the Lower Coast of Texas. The more field operations arf per^ormld'lhe 
more equipment is used, resulting in higher fuel and capital Replacement 
expenses, two items in which the Lower Coast of Texas rLked fSst! 

^Icfr"?h°? °^ P*^*^ "ore for purchased 

Their average expense for purchased water was more th-n 30 
percent higher than on the Upper Coast of Texas and more than 180 percent 
higher than in California. Some of the difference may be attributed to 

Imnri5^°'''°!' ""'^^^ *="t, and flooded again It is 

impossible to determine which region had the greatest tofal irrigaUon 

wSe'r'on'tL'r' °' ^^^^ ^he irrigSJon 

costs ?or fue^°*l.^b^°*'? °f IT'' '""'"^^^ ^^^h other machinery 

costs tor fuel, lube, electricity, and repairs. 

Custom operations, another variable expense, were also higher than 
average on the Lower and Upper Coasts of Texas and in California. 
Expenses for custom-hired applications of chemicals Tfere above average in 
each of these regions and in California, where extensive air seeS also 
contributed to the higher than average expense. ^ 

Variable expenses were lowest on the G.jnd Prairie, in Northeast 
Arkansas and the Delta. Although the times-over ^f fieiro^rations on 
the Grand Prairie and Northeast Arkansas and the pesticide e^^eases in 

for custoVo"' %r ''''' ""'^'^^ -P^-- low Itp nses 

°P^ration8 were especially low, because virtually no air 
seeding occurred in these regions. Rates for drying rice and appljing 

?nTo^r srirk:i::s!^'°^ - ^ 

Fixed Expenses 

Fixed expenses per acre, actual expenditures attributed to an acre of 
rice, were greatest in 1984 in California and smallest in Southwest 
Louisiana. Fixed expenses in California were more than double the fixed 
ms'Tlffe'reic' °' ^^^^^^ region. Muc" of 

av^'tag^'IrSJifSnla? '"'^'^^^^ ''''' ^-^^^ the national 

waTaL\'nI!ri°rH''''Hf' "T""""". "tiiities, licenses, and accounting, 
was also nearly double the national average in California. Rice 
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producers in Califoraia also paid the most per acre for taxes and 
insurance. 

Receipts Less Cash Expenses and Capital Replac ement 

The difference between cash receipts and cash expenses in 1984 was 
greatest on the Grand Prairie and in Northeast Arki^asas. The difference 
was more than five times what it was on the Upper Coast of Texas, where 
it was smallest. 

The cost of capital replacement, which is based on the farm machinery and 
buildings owned by a rice producer, was greatest on the Lower Coast of 
Texas, the Grand Prairie, and in California. When the cost of capital 
replacement was included in expenses, the difference between cash 
receipts and expenses was most favorable in Northeast Arkansas. The gap 
between receipts and expenses was least favorable on the Lower Coast of 
Texas. 

Economic Costs and Returns 

Economic coats are the longrun costs of producing rice. They are all 
cash expenses, except interest payments, plus values that are imputed to 
capital, land, and the farmer's own labor. The economic return to 
management and risk is a residual, the difference between economic costs 
and cash receipts. Economic costs are full-ownership costs and allow 
comparisons among regions without regard to the debt and land ownership 
positions of the producers. 

Returns to operating capital,, other nonland capital, land, and unpaid 
labor, are imputed from values of these resources in their next best 
alternative use. For operating capital, the return is measured based on 
the 6-month U.S. Treasury bill rate. For other nonland capital, it is 
the longrun rate of return to production assets in the farm sector. For 
land, it is nst land rent, and for unpnid labor, the imputed value is the 
average wage rate. 

The return imputed to operating capital was greatest in the two Texas 
areas and California, regions that also had the greatest variable cash 
expenses. It was lowest in Southwest Louisiana, followed by Northeast 
Arkansas, the Delta, and the Grand Prairie, all areas with relatively low 
variable expenses. 

The return to othei nonland capital, farm machinery and irrigation 
equipment, was above average in California and on the Grand Prairie and 
the Lower Coast of Texas. The greatest variation in imputed costs among 
Se regions was in net land rent. Rent was highest in California, where 
cash rents were the highest by far, followed by the Grand Prairie, 
Northeast Arkansas, and Southwest Louisiana. Net rent was lowest on the 
Upper Coast of Texas, a region with relatively low cash rents and little 
share rentiue;. 

Total economic cost per acre was greatest in California, but large cash 
receipts pushed the residual return to management and risk above the 
national average. The residual return, the longrun return to rice 
production under 1984 conditions, was most favorable in Northeast 
Arkansas and least favorable on the Lower Coast of Texas, though in every 
region the return was negative. 
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Table 1— Rice acreage, yleM, and production, 1979-84 



i6ar 


Acres pLsBited 




: Yield 




1,000 acr» 


1,000 cwt 


Owt per acre 


1Q7Q 

127/7 J 






45.66 


ISBO 


3,380 


146,150 


43.24 


1981 


! 3,827 


ia2,742 


47.75 


1982 


! 3,295 


153,637 


46.63 


1983 


! 2,190 


99,720 


45.53 


1964 


! 2,830 


138,8ID 


49.05 



Source: (8). 



Figurt 1 

Major U.S. rice areas 




Tahlfi 2— FaiBB produtjug rice and aanes of ItoJ owMd, reited, and operated, 1984 



IteDi 



Mlfwlaslppl; 

River : Northeast 
Delta : Azkansas 



Graod 
Prairie 



Southwest 
Louisiana 



Texas 
Upper 
Coast 



Texas 
Louer 
Coast 



California 



United 
States 











Nunber 








Pfll'IWJ 

f oZIOd 


: 2,013 


2,805 


2,289 


1,241 


411 


390 


924 


10,073 


laod In fams: 1/ 








Acres 








Total 
AvezagB *J 


: 4,096,892 
: 2,035 


2,671,578 
952 


2,350,124 
1,027 


1,300,246 
1,048 


797,403 
1,940 


498,178 
1,278 


l,270,jJ8 
1,375 


12,984,760 
1,289 


Total 
Average 2/ 
Land rente? to 


: 

: 655 


702,600 
250 


528,845 
231 


245,933 
196 


195,928 
477 


92,608 
238 


787,312 
852 


3,871,203 
384 


opecatOT" ' 


















Total 
Average 2/ 


\ 1,381 


1,968,979 
702 


1,821,279 
7% 


1,054,313 
850 


601,475 
1,463 


405,570 
1,041 


483,026 
523 


9,113,557 

905 


land rented b/ 


















operator to others: 


















Total 
Average 11 


: 85,662 
43 


9,863 
4 


19,775 
9 


25,831 
21 


78,097 
190 


12,058 
31 


224,491 
243 


455,778 
45 


Idod operated: 3/ 


















Total 


4,011,230 


2,661,716 


2,330,349 
1,018 


1,274,415 
1,027 


719 ,X5 
1,750 


486,119 
1,247 


1,045,847 
1,132 


12,528,982 
1,244 










Coefficient of variation 








Fanns 


27,18 


27.29 


33.16 


8.59 


9.43 


9.35 


4.35 


11.07 


land in fazas: 1/ : 


















Total : 
Average 11 : 
land oioed— 


^/ .0/ 

m.ii 


27.90 
6.84 


38.39 
9.26 


13.80 
12.20 


19.79 
18.41 


16.78 
14.30 


16.09 
16.00 


12.06 
7.23 


Total : 
land rented In— : 


30.18 


23.35 
1o.j7 


29.25 
40.83 


44.00 
43.78 


35.84 
35.54 


20.71 
18.71 


24.48 
24.46 


12.80 
15.39 


Total : 
Average 2/ : 


31.94 
17.16 


31.73 
9.39 


48.80 
18.85 


13.55 
11.70 


21.22 
19.8 


19.54 
15.06 


15.23 
15.06 


14.76 


land raited out: : 


















Total : 
Average 2/ : 


54.12 
58.71 


73.22 
77.05 


57.71 
64.57 


65.45 
65.69 


75.84 
75.61 


42.79 
41.81 


47.81 
47.91 


29.U 
31.06 


land operated: 3/ : 


















Total : 
Aver&ge If : 


28.20 
20.74 


28.00 
6.88 


38.68 
9.47 


13.33 
11.60 


16.59 
14.84 


17.07 
14.65 


15.15 
14.98 


12.36 
7.22 



1/ land In fanns ■ land owned plus lard rented In. 
2/ Mpan per farm producing rice. 

3/ land operated - land CMoed plua land rented In minus laal rented out. 
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Table 3— Croplaal aai acres planted In rice aod other crops on farms producing rice, 1984 1/ 





SMIflHlflBlppl! 








Texas 


; Texas 




Itan 


: River : 


Northeast : 


Grand 


: SoutnMest : 




Lower 


:Callfomia : United 




: Delta : 


Arkansas : 


Prairie 


: T/uiHiana : 


Coast 


Coast 


: : States 



Acres 



Cropland: 

Total 

tferagfi 2/ 

Rice— 
Total planted 
AveiqgfB 2/ 

Soybeans — 
Total plantpd 
Average 2/ 

Cotton— 
Total planted 
Average 2/ 

Vlieat— 
Total planted 
Average 2/ 

Other grains— 
Total planted 
Average 2/ 

Other crops 
Total planted 
Average 2/ 



Cropland: 

Total 

AveragaZ/ 

Rice- 
Total plantfld 
Average 2/ 

Soybeans-' 
Total planted 
Average 2/ 

Cotton- 
Total planted 
Average 2/ 

Viieat^ 
Total planted 
Average 2/ 

Other grains- 
Total planted 
Average 2/ 

Other crops- 
Total planted 
Average 2/ 



3,530,324 
1,754 


2,173,490 
775 


1,952,389 
853 


949,811 
765 


368,084 
895 


268,315 
688 


570,855 
617 


9,813,268 
974 


632,933 
314 


694,268 
248 


374,253 
164 


380,938 
307 


199,484 
485 


158,152 
406 


377,625 
409 


2,817,653 
280 


1,160 


438 


1 4fi8 297 
650 


^}8,742 
418 


133,473 
325 


27,820 
71 


0 
NA 


5,730,949 
569 


334,6% 
166 


16,833 
6 


5,933 
3 


17,300 
14 


0 
NA 


0 
NA 


15,562 
17 


390,365 
39 


677,099 
336 


470,068 
168 


424,655 

li;5 


18,020 
15 


15,877 
39 


9,9% 
26 


70,792 
77 


1,686,507 
167 


87 


159,824 
57 


64,426 
28 


20,805 
17 


22,559 
55 


72,125 
185 


53,924 
58 


568,695 
56 


170 
3/ 


0 


0 
NA 


0 
NA 


0 
KA 


3,116 
8 


55.747 
60 


39,032 
6 



Coefficient of variation 



29,25 


26,43 


44,07 


12,07 


14,80 


16.13 


ID. 26 


14.24 


26,65 


9,71 


13,16 


9,99 


12.85 


13.97 


ID .59 


10.33 


26.86 


27,43 


24,36 


12,71 


13,09 


11.34 


9.79 


9.2 


26,63 


9,37 


15,62 


11,06 


11,11 


7.50 


9.64 


7.97 


32,90 


25,46 


52,19 


11,59 


17,54 


50.36 


NA 


19.08 


27,17 


12,38 


21,60 


9,14 


15,36 


49.47 


NA 


13.53 


29,43 


99,14 


68,05 


91,23 




NA 


%.90 


26.17 


24,57 


101,41 


75,07 


91,40 


NA 


NA 


%.83 


25.33 


43,45 


29,90 


37,05 


66,51 


52,07 


87.81 


24.63 


20.65 


43,66 


15,29 


12.65 


66.46 


51,55 


87.20 


24.59 


17.59 


43,% 


27,67 


32,41 


45,89 


44,85 


:12.93 


28.34 


16.17 


20,92 


27,37 


43,22 


44,95 


44.22 


20.84 


28.20 


14.41 


87,43 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


92.76 


31.% 


30.58 


92,01 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


92.17 


31.88 


32.52 



NA - Not applicable. 

1/ Crop acreage nay exceed cropland due to double cro^Dplng. 
?/ Maan per faun producing rloe. 
3/ Lees than an acre. 



Tahlfi 4— Other cropB aa fsrm proAxdug rice, 1984 



Item 


:Mlsals8lppl: 

• XvxVeJT • 

: Delta : 
: • 


riuLLiieast 
Arkanfias 


• 

: Grand 
: Prairie 


: Skwthwest : 
: Louisiana : 
• • 


Texas 
Upper 
Coast 


: Texas 
: Lower 
• uoast 


:Callfanila 


: Ifalted 
: States 










Acres 








SoybeoQs: 


















Irrigated— 


















Total planted 
Average 1/ 
^fcxiirrl^ated— 


: 294,029 
: 146 


355,943 
127 


418,258 

'isa 


7,159 
6 


0 
NA 


5,054 


0 


1,080,443 
1D7 


Total planted 
Average 1/ 
Cotton: 


: 2,039,946 


872,696 


1,070,040 


511,584 


133,473 


22,766 


0 


4,650,506 


: 1,014 


an 


468 


412 


325 


JO 


NA 


462 


Irrigated— 


















Total pOaoted 
Average 1/ 
NcDlrrlgated — 


2 130,963 
: 65 


0 


1 


0 
NA 


0 
NA 


0 

MA 


15,562 
17 


147,784 
15 


Total planted 
Average 1/ 
Vheat: "~ 


: 203,734 
: 101 


16,853 
6 


4,693 
2 


17,300 
14 


0 
NA 


0 


0 

Ivi 


242,580 
24 


Irrl^ted— 


















Total planted 
Average 1/ 
Ncxiirrigated— 


1,080 

1 


0 
NA 


0 
NA 


0 
NA 


0 
NA 


U 
NA 


c/ 
>» 


51,348 
5 


Total plaated 
Average 1/ 


676,019 
336 


470,068 
168 


424,555 
186 


18,020 
15 


15,877 
39 


9,996 

OA 
ZD 


20,523 
22 


1,635,159 
162 


Ncnlrrlgated— 


















Total pdAited : 
Average 1/ 
Other grains: : 


159,636 


124,045 


22,083 


17,574 


17,181 


40,880 


449 


381,849 


79 


44 


ID 


14 


42 


ins 




Jo 


Irrigated— 


















Total ptlanted : 
Average 1/ : 
All other seooodary : 


14,625 
7 


32,485 
12 


42,146 
18 


0 
NA 


0 
NA 


9,361 
24 


47,999 
52 


146,616 
15 


cropBi : 


















Irrigated— : 


















Total pJAited : 
Average 1/ : 
Ncolrrlgated — : 


0 
NA 


0 


0 


C 
NA 


0 
NA 


77 
CI 


7A 717 

mylU 


76,794 

/. 


Total plaatod : 
Average 1/ : 


904 

11 


3,295 
1 


232 
2/ 


3,231 
3 


5,378 
13 


24,999 


5,476 


43,516 


All aeoQDdary crops: : 














0 


H 


Irrl^ted— : 


















Total planted : 
Average 1/ : 
Non'jTlg^ted — : 


4W),697 
219 


388,428 
138 


461,664 
202 


7,159 
6 


0 
NA 


14,492 
37 


190,547 
206 


149 


Total planted :: 
Average 1/ : 


J,080,24l 1,486,957 1,521,704 567,70S 
1,530 530 665 


> 171,909 
458 


98,641 
418 


26,448 
253 


6,953,610 
29 


690 



See notes at end of table. 

Continued— 
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TahLe 4^-Other crops on fazns produdrg rice, 



ItaD 



MBBlBBlppl: 

River : Narti^ast : Qcaod : SoudMst 
Delta * Axkaosas : Prairie : Tailitlgtfi 



Irrl^ted— 

Total planted 

Average 1/ 
NGDlrrlaated— 

Total planted 

Average 1/ 
Gottoa: 
Irrigated— 

Total pl^ntad 

Avecage \J 
Honlrrlgated— 

Total planted 

Average 1/ 
yteat: 
Irrigated— 

Total planted 

Average 1/ 
Noolrrl^ted — 

Total planted 

Average 1/ 

Noolrrigated — 
Total planted 
Average 1/ 
Other grains: 
Irrt^«ted— 
Total planted 
Average 1/ 
AH other secoodaiy 
crops: 
Irrigated— 
Total planted 
Average 1/ 
Nonlrrlgatai— 
Tbtal planted 
Average 1/ 
All seooodary crops: 
Irrigated— 
Total planted 

Average 1/ 
hJoDlrrlgated — 

Total planted 
Average 1/ 



Texas 
Upper 
Coart 



Texas 
Loner 
Coast 



:Galifamla 



United 
States 















29.87 


37.03 


26.38 


91.23 




67.10 


NA 


Ji mXJO 


18.1B 


38.48 


91.40 


Vk 


66.79 


NA 






71 67 


11.75 


17.53 


59.74 


NA 


30.42 


18.95 


41.12 


9.28 


15.63 


58.90 


NA 


38.11 


KA 


89.09 


NA 


NA 


NA 


96.90 






94.90 


NA 




NA 


96.83 






7ft ^ 
/O. 


91.23 




NA 


NA 


17.^8 


101.41 


84.40 


91^ 




NA 


NA 




nA 


nn. 


NA 


Vk 


NA 


29.88 


71,75 


NA 


NA 






NA 


29.77 


43.61 


29.90 


37.05 


66.51 


52.08 


37.81 


39.55 


43.72 


15.29 


12.65 


66.46 


51.55 


87.19 


39.70 




JLL.tD 


jO. J/ 


51.88 


46.63 


23.67 


93.44 


24.23 


29.00 


^.11 


51.08 


45.85 


21.54 


93.47 


58.31 


38.11 


36.61 


NA. 


NA 


50.83 


30.94 










NA 


50.25 


30.85 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


89.76 


37.44 


nn. 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


89.54 


13.02 


55.20 


99.01 


99.14 


93.29 


59.68 


44.32 


69.81 


61.31 


m.58 


102.72 


92.75 


59.65 


43.19 


69.58 


23.70 


34.28 


24.71 


91.23 


NA 


51.65 


23.17 


32.55 


16.37 


yiAi 


91.40 


NA 


51.15 


23.01 


36.25 


24.63 


60.14 


12.89 


20.78 


36.30 


36.76 


29.51 


15.14 


29.48 


10.81 


19.25 


34.91 


36.79 



17.14 
16.21 

23.19 
17.95 



35.28 
36.86 

29.19 
27.03 



29.30 
31.31 

21.28 
18.12 



22.67 
19.48 



17.60 
20.50 



40.00 
31.89 

29.61 
31.55 



13.23 
13.59 

20.80 
15.76 



NA ^ Not applicable. 

\J Mbou per £am producing rice. 

2/ Less than an acre. 
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Tahl« 5— Tenure of operator on Laud In rice production, 1984 



Item 


:MiflalnBjppl: 
: River : 
: Delta : 


Northeast 
Arkansas 


• 
• 

: Grand 
: Prairie 


• 
• 

• Southwest : 
: Loulfilaoa : 


rescas : 
Vpper I 
Coast : 


Texas 
Lower 


:Callfomla 


; 

: United 
: States 










Percent 




„ „•„ 




Rice acreage: 


















Cash rented 
Share rented 
Rent free 


: 48.0 
: 28.3 
: 22.9 
; .8 


48.0 
3.9 
48.1 

0 


28.5 
12.2 
59.3 
0 


18.9 
5.6 
74.6 
.9 


18.3 
44.7 
36.3 
.7 


ID. 7 
27.9 
61.4 

0 


ItA 7 

1D.3 
45.0 
0 


IS A 

47.0 
.3 


Farm with eattre 


















rloe acreage: 


















OWDBd 

Ca^ rented 
ouare rented 
Rene finee 
Ccoblnatlcn ouned 


: 22.1 
: 41.0 
: 19.5 
2.9 


36.1 
4.8 
32.8 

0 


17.2 
9.5 
59.6 

0 


7.6 
2.3 
69.7 
1.8 


8.1 
41.2 
28.5 

0 


6.7 
24.6 
41.4 

U 


35.9 
8.5 
25.0 

0 


23.2 

IS L 

40.2 
.1 


aod rented : 


14.6 


26.3 


13.7 


18.7 


22.2 


27.3 


X.7 


20.4 










Coefflcleat of variation 








Rice acreage: ; 


















Owned • 
Caah reated : 
onare rented * 
Rent free : 


29.32 
1D.57 
30.54 
103.55 


29.22 
47.31 
27.66 

m 


31.97 
'W.25 
17.90 


39.72 
^'.08 
9.87 
96.09 


24.78 
11.00 
17.74 
92.79 


28.53 
14.67 
8.08 


35.78 
12.99 
NA 


Q/. 

J«f«jl 

40.27 
28.x 
83.20 


Earns witii eatlre 


















rice acreage: : 


















Owned ; 
Cash rented : 
Share rented : 
Rent free : 
Ccaiblnatlon ounod : 


26.39 
62.66 
29.40 
99.14 


71.50 
61.50 
22.17 


34.49 
49.13 
54.12 


45.1D 
79.29 
11.84 
97.70 


40.88 
17.54 
21.17 


45.83 
23.37 

fin 

M 


16.06 
35.79 
19.71 
M 


59.27 
44.73 
40.64 
87.69 


and rented : 


31.55 


36.47 


38.11 


1D.53 


11.64 


11.89 


8.69 


20.13 



NA - Not applicable. 
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M>le 6— Share rental affceeaeats for land in rice productLcn, 1984 



:l 


ttssiBBippi: 


• 
• 


• 




Texas : 


Texas 


:Califomla : 


United 


Tl lira • 


River : 


FKU. LUdSdI. • 




SouthNest : 


Upper : 


Lower 


Delta : 
• 


Arkansas : 


Prairie : 


Louisiana : 


Coast : 


Coast 




States 










Nmter 








Agreenents : 


604 


1,587 


1,619 


1,076 


164 




477 


5,767 










Percent of 


agreenHQts 








land only 


37.1 


1B.5 


7.2 


26.0 


39.3 


7 ft 


12.6 


18.3 


Land and irrlgatLon 








22,8 


0 


3.0 






cfiatA onlv • 


8.5 


8.4 


44.3 


3.4 


25.8 


Laod, irr^^Btioi, and 










41.8 


35.3 


56.7 




other "inriit" costs 


49.1 


37.9 


47.4 


35.1 


42.8 


Laoi and noDirdg^tion 










18.9 




27.3 


13.1 


oosta only : 


5*3 


15.2 


1.1 


1^ 1 

J.U. J. 










Percent of 


production 








Avexage share : 


















received: 2/ ' 
















22.6 


land only 


23.3 


D 


27.5 


20.1 


13.3 


n 
U 




Land and irri^^tLon 














D 


25.1 




27.5 


25.3 


D 


25.3 


NA 


D 


Land, irri^tioQ,aDd 










47.8 


42.0 


33.0 




other Input costs 


J/./ 








37.3 


land and Miirrlg^tlon 










12.2 




26.1 




^v^D^a /ml w 
GOoub UDXy 


; D 


25.1 


D 


20.3 


14.5 


21.8 










Coefficient 


of variation 








Agreenents 


: 23.05 


15.62 


46.01 


9.77 


16.85 






31.86 


LsDd only 


: X.98 


38.29 


79. 7 J 


22.91 


22.97 




39.83 


40.40 


land and irrigation 














95.56 


45.06 


costs only 


: 48.34 


28.54 


57 13 


24.17 


NA 


91.28 


Land, irrigation, and 












20.05 


13.43 


33.53 


aonirrig^tion costs 


: 24.50 


23.23 


46.51 


16.91 


21.54 


Land and nonirrlgation 














25.32 




costs only 


: 64.44 


42.46 


±06.68 


31.06 


44.07 


46.14 


Avexage share 
received: 1/ 
















2.64 


Land only 


: 4.69 


NA. 




3.25 


5.03 


NA 


6.42 


laod and irrlgsttLon 














NA 




costs only 


: 4.43 


1.28 


NA 


8.80 


NA 


NA 


12.86 


Land, irrigation, and 












8.44 


3.50 




nonirrlg^tion costs 


: 12.59 


7.50 


5.69 


6.26 


3.92 


8.14 


TAnri and ixxiirrlgation: 












13.49 


3.90 


28.41 


costs only 


: 


.39 


NA 


3.56 


2.37 



NA - Not ^}pllcahle. 

D ■ Insufficient data for disclosure. 

1/ Mean per type of share rental agreement. 
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Xahlfi 7-Coet8 Included In rice productlai ahaze rental agreanents f or Imd and lrtl«atiai only, 1984 



Item 



Airdiased water 
Surface water 
hjaps 

PUnp rqpairs 
Motors 

Motor rqHlrs 
DlBtrlbutloQ systeBos 
System rqialrs 
Boner or fuel 



R2zd>a8ed water 
Surface water 

Flip repairs 
Motors 

Motor r^aalrs 
Distribution systaos 
System repairs 
Boner or fuel 



'Mississippi: 

River : Nortiieast 
Dslta : Axlcansas 



m 

99.21 
21.19 
35.04 
35.04 
64.59 
9y.83 

m 



1.02 

m 

M 
19.75 
17.99 
53.21 
53.21 
94 J2 
94.32 
91.69 



Grand : Soutiwest : 
Prairie : Loulsism : 



Texas 
Upper 
Coast 



Texas 
Lower 
Coast 



OilifonrLa 



IDO.O 


98.9 


100.0 


88.6 


0 


0 


0 


0 


U.7 


0 


0 


2.4 


75.1 


74.8 


IDO.O 


82.0 


61.1 


77.5 


lOO.O 


91.0 


61.0 


28.2 


IDO.O 


88.6 


JB.O 


28.2 


lOO.O 


88.6 


8.3 


11.2 


IDO.O 


79.6 


0 


r..2 


100.0 


53.7 


0 


12.9 


0 


79.7 



Percent of 



Copfftrfent of variation 



NA 
Hk 
Vk 
NA 
NA 
NA 

Hk 
NA 



United 
States 





100.0 


0 


%.7 


m. 


0 


IDO.O 


l.l 


NA 


0 


0 


.8 


m. 


IDO.O 


0 


87.4 


NA 


IDO.O 


0 


89.3 


NA 


IDO.O 


0 


73.9 


Vk 


100.0 


0 


72.4 


m. 


0 


0 


65.0 


NA 


0 


0 


60.4 


NA 


0 


0 


17.0 



9.73 


NA 


NA 


NA 


.74 


Hk 


NA 


NA 


NA 


122.89 


93.10 


NA 


}ik 


NA 


98.69 


13.60 


NA 


NA 


NA 


6.75 


9.20 


NA 


M. 


NA 


3.55 


9.73 


NA 


NA 


NA 


13.99 


9.73 


NA 


NA 


NA 


14.51 


14.18 


NA 


NA 


NA 


19.51 


25.95 


NA 


m 


NA 


20.98 


14.18 


NA 


NA 


NA 


90.06 



MA * Not applicable. 
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TabLe Coats InclirM in rloe productLoD 8h<u% reatal agreeoeats for land, IrrlgatLoD, and noilrrtgatloQ luputa, 1984 





HlssissJppi: 








Texas : 


Texas 






Itan 


River : 


Northeast : 


Graxl 


: Soutiwest : 


Upper : 


Lower 


:Califomia : 


United 








rXaJULXC 


: Tdtlslana : 


Coast : 


Coast 


J 1 












Percent of agceenBQts 








jjcngaLKzis 


















U&1 1 a < 

wejjLs 


inn n 






60.3 


0 


A9 7 


1 Q 7 
l7./ 


7A 0 
/O.U 


Purchased water 


A 

u 


n 
u 


n 
U 


23.6 


93.4 


AQ 


A7 1 
0/ .1 


IS 9 


Surface vnter 


» n 


n 
u 


9^ 9 


17.7 


0 


n 
u 


1A 9 
14 .Z 


11 S 
11.3 


PlII()6 




JO. 7 


Q9 /• 


73.8 


7.5 


AA A 


AS A 
43#4 




iriiif) repaiTp 




111 Q 


09 A 
7Z.*f 


83.2 


7.5 


JO.O 


jU.D 


AA 7 








Q9 L 


78.0 


7.5 


% 9 




57 0 




*>ft 7 
JO*/ 


J.J. 


Q9 A 


78.0 


7.5 


90 9 


J7. J 


S^ 0 


j/istriouciOD systeflOB 




n 
U 


^1 7 


70.6 


15.0 


'V^ 1 




^9 A 






n 
u 


*i1 7 


70.6 


15.0 


9A 9 


OA ^ 


^ A 
JZ.4 


ruHcir iJK. ■LUc-i- 








78.0 


15.0 


30 1 

<A/. J. 




51.8 




















seed 


A*; Q 


1/. A 


OD.O 


17.7 


IDO.O 


71 A 


Q 0 


AA 7 


TT lift 1 4 —.MM 4 


\ /J* J 


OQ 9 


100 n 


66.7 


92.5 


77 A 


Al A 
01.0 


AA 
OO. J 


resui C-Lqe 




9A 


7J.*4 


59.3 


IDO.O 


77 A 


SA A 


AO 0 


HarvestlDg 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


8.5 


0 


.3 


Hauling 


0 


8.4 


0 


17.8 


33.8 


30.6 


17.1 


8.6 


Drying 


: 94.6 


22.0 


34.6 


54.8 


80.3 


73.3 


85.8 


65.5 


Storage facilities 


: 81.9 


9.7 


68.6 


42.2 


63.8 


52.6 


41.3 


48.2 






o 
.o 


75.2 


42.2 


73.7 


ft1 1 
QJ.. J. 


X7. J. 


46 2 


naiKeuiig 


> oa.u 


^ 1 


70.0 


63.9 


72.8 


A7 9 


11 0 

11. u 


AA S 








Coefficient of variaticn 




























» . U.C 


Q 

7.DJ 


12.75 


23.57 




9Q '^S 


Al AQ 


A AQ 


Purchased water 


MA 


MA 




37.94 


10.66 


9A 9'\ 


IS Si 
1-7. Jl 


'^S 11 


dUEXaCc yjofccT 


MA 


MA 


50.x 


47.66 


NA 


KA 


AQ AS 

•♦7.0 J 


SA ^' 


run|36 


/.O 9/. 


/.^ 1/. 


12.29 


19.03 


90.66 


9'\ 77 


91 77 
Zl.// 


1A AQ 

10.07 


Pin() rppflirs 




*f/.JD 


15.82 


26.58 


93.8'; 


JJ.jU 




17 lA 

1/ .14 


Hjtors 


► '>9 

» J^ .UZ 


70 9A 


15.82 


26.95 


93.85 


9A Al 
4O.0J. 


9A AA 


17 79 


nocor repairs 


► ^9 7*5 
» j/./J 


iiJZ .00 


15.82 


26.95 


93.85 


*l7.7U 


9A AA 


IQ 'K'K 

17. JJ 


LascriDutioD systenB 




MA 


27.52 


30.94 


68.41 


^1 1A 


•^A 17 


9Q 7A 
Z7. /4 


DyStcDI CepaXTB 


» iJJU.TO 


MA 

nA 


27.52 


30.94 


68.41 




•^A 17 


9Q 77 

Z7. / / 


tXjmil. UL LXMf.i 


» S9 7*^ 
» ^Z • iO 


A9 9*; 


11.25 


26.95 


59.13 




S7 


IQ Al 


M wsA vi^4 Aa^4 £^ * 


















oeea 




A1 9ri 


10.82 


47.62 




1S AA 


AA OQ 
00.07 


1Q 10 


reru-ii2ser 


» 99 07 


0 7*\ 
U./ J 




15.61 


7.08 


7A 


lA 7A 


1 OA 

-L.74 


jnesuicuoe 


» S/'i 9ft 


**7.0*T 


6.79 


1B.26 


NA 


1^ 7A 


so 

±D. JU 


lA Sa 


Harvesting 


\ m 








NA 


88.88 


NA 


94.88 


Hauling 


\ 


99.70 




47.66 


38.78 


36.67 


45.80 


56.82 


Drying 


: 22.36 


56.85 


15.77 


20.23 


21.92 


D*^l 


9.85 


17.15 


Storage facllitiec 


: 19.40 


92.92 


17.42 


26.75 


27.10 


19.58 


23.87 


18.28 


Storage operating 


: 19.61 


94.84 


16.61 


26.75 


21.% 


15.77 


38.97 


19.74 


Marketing 


: 20.93 


84.% 


20.01 


20.63 


23.11 


14.51 


48.36 


21.06 



M - Not applicable. 
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MOB 9— OaA reotal agceeneata for laod In rice production, 1984 



Itan 



Input costs 



Average rent inler 
^Sreaoents: 1/ 
Far land only 
Inrliifllng additional 
input costs 



Agreenents 

TnrinrHr^ additional 
iiipct costs 

Average rmt uoder 
agceenents: 1/ 
For laud only 
Inrliriing additional 
Input costs 



Mls8ls8lpr«: 
River 
Delta 



Northeast 
Arkansas 



1,054 



ID.O 



S7.00 
D 

49.55 
66.34 

1.72 



322 



18.0 



D 
D 

38.2- 
88.60 

NA 



NA - Not applicable. 

D - Insuffldaxt data for dlsclaeure. 

1/ Mean per type of cash rental agreenKnt. 



Grand 
Prairie 



Soudwpst 
Louisiana 



Texas 
Upper 
Coast 



Texas 
Lower 
Coast 



California 



timber 

421 85 237 

Percent of 



191 



63.40 D 33.20 

60.80 79.60 NA 

Coefficient of variat ion 
33.91 41.98 13.9] 



41.20 
50.50 



40.63 11.23 

51.23 NA 
15.98 25.65 



46.49 



7.15 
15.71 



121.50 
144.00 



15.39 22.93 



8.80 
4.90 



United 
States 



184 2,494 



42.2 86.0 0 24.8 19.0 19.9 

Dollars per acre 



59.1D 
74.80 

30.67 



30.24 52.16 45.43 



37.78 
15.76 



ERiC 



2; 
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Table 10-Levee surviq^lng and other technical services hired for rice productlaD, 1984 





sMlsslsslppi: 








: Texas : 


Texas 






JLUem 


• River • 


IT. ■t1 ■ • 

Nortneast • 


nil 

Gcand 


: SouthwRst 


s Upper : 


LoHer 


zCallfamla : 


United 




: Delta : 


Arkansas : 


Prairie 


• Intialsma 


: Coast : 


Coast 




States 










Percent of acreage 








Gustcm-hlrod 


















surveyljag for leveec 


■ £1 1 
: 01. 1 


77.3 


96.4 


14.8 


52.3 


44.0 


92.3 


55.1 


Qjstooirhlred 


















tedmlcal sendees 1/ 


: 4.6 


9.0 


2.2 


1.4 


23.2 


9.8 


.9 


7.8 










Dollars 


per acre 








AvetafT cost of custom . 


















levee surveyli^ 2/ 


! 3.65 


3.43 


2.99 


1.59 


3.19 


3.18 


5.69 


3J4 










Coefficient of varlatLoa 








QjBtCD-hir^r^ 


















surveying for levees j 


! 25.56 


9.82 


3.32 


52.07 


n.iB 


U.49 


26.54 


9.23 


QBtorhiied 


















tiyhnlcal servl es ij : 


43.44 


45.37 


76.54 


61.16 


37.48 


46.20 


76.71 


52.35 


Average oost of eustom : 


















levee surveyli^ 2/ 


5.11 


9.99 


7.53 


16.24 


7.64 


7.59 


33.82 


7.16 



Jj Soil tests, tissue analysis, and scouting. 

2/ Mean per farm producing rice and reportli^ Item. 
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Uble ll—Fleld operatlans in rloe prakictlai, 1964 Ij 









. . 


Tejsas : 


Texas 


: : 




ItEfll 


: River : 




: GcEDd 


: SoiitlMst : 


l^jper ; 


Loner 


tCaUfomia : 


lULted 




: Delta : 


Axkaosas 


: Prairie 


: Louirslana : 
. . 


Coast : 


Coast 


; ; 
; ; 


States 










Hues-over 2/ 








All field operatloDs 


: 5.29 


7.87 


6.82 


4.29 


5.91 


9.33 


5.62 


6.x 


Ttll^ 


: 3.01 


5.38 


4.48 


2.86 


4.48 


6.75 


3.65 


4.16 


ELoidiig 


: .09 


.ID 


.02 


.44 


.07 


.21 


1.19 


.28 




\ 1.30 


•2.68 


1.96 


1.38 


1.88 


2.x 


1.91 


1.92 


Gultivatli^ 


: .60 


.73 


1.56 


.47 


1.21 


1.41 


.06 


.76 


Hanoidiig 


; .61 


.ID 


.57 


.44 


1.10 


2.07 


.38 


.54 


BediUx^ aod dsapiqg: 


: .01 


.05 


.06 


.01 


.05 


.01 


.06 


.04 


Soil paddi% 


.32 


1.1)6 


.17 


.08 


.19 


.75 


.05 


.45 




.08 


.56 


.14 


.04 


0 


0 


0 


.17 


Fertilizer 
















aod penticlde 


















jqppUcatiQQS 


! .11 


.25 


.12 


.21 


.02 


.04 


.88 


.25 


Seedlqg and plmting : 


1.21 


1.26 


1.31 


.25 


.44 


1.00 


.16 


.90 


HarvGStlx^g \ 


.% 


.98 


.91 


.97 


.97 


1.54 


.93 


.99 










Coefficlaat of variation 








All field qperatlocis : 


9.88 


11.74 


4.42 


7.23 


13.77 


5.79 


4.94 


12.82 


nu^ : 


25.84 


18.55 


6.12 


9.05 


15.94 


7.11 


8-18 


20.29 



y R»r1 tiling operations custom hired. 

2/ Acres covered In opecatiLor divided bjr total acres. 
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lUbLe 12--SlJBe of iopLeaeats ocncQly used in rloe productLoDi 1964 





Mtaaisaippi: 








Texas 


Terns 






Item 


River : 


Hortlieast : 


Grand 


: SoutiMBst : 


Upper : 


Lower 


:Calif oraia : 


Uolted 




Delt-i : 


Arkansas : 


ixairie 


* * 


Coast : 
* 


Coast 




States 










Feet 










Average width: u 


















QrLael pLor 


23.1 


19.9 


N^ 


18.7 


18.0 


17.0 


17.3 


18.2 


Regular tandai dldc : 


21.6 


22.2 


20.0 


2\.5 


IS.O 


17.3 


18.6 


21.0 


Field cultivator 


27.5 


30.6 


22.7 


19.4 


24.3 


28.2 


23.1 


25.7 


Spdk6~toctfaed harrov : 


22.8 


NA 


N^ 


19,1 


20.0 


21.9 


23.9 


21.2 


Roller packer 


17.7 


20.5 


14.4 


1C.4 


25-8 


28.4 


17.5 


20.2 




J9.5 


21.0 


N\ 


12.7 


NA 


NA 


NA 


20.6 


naindlA 


















drill seeder 




1d.5 




16.2 


U.8 


16. D 


16.1 


1 7 £ 

17.6 


Lmdplme 


17.2 


17.8 


23.9 


17.1 


26.2 


20.3 


17.5 


18.8 


Levee pujowalaic 


6.2 


1U.3 


/.U 


7.8 


10.1 


1 A Q 
1U.7 




0.4 










Horsepower 








Average 

power takeoff: 1/ 


















Chisel plow 


206.7 


142.3 


NA 


159.0 


191.0 


136.7 


168.0 


169.1 




165.6 


171.3 


135.5 


176.7 


169.6 


153.9 


173.1 


165.4 


Field cuLtLvatar 


172.5 


USl.l 


163.9 


150.4 


187.6 


155.4 


195.2 


170.1 


Splke-toatned harrow : 


156.1 


NA 


NA 


139.8 


140.0 


138.5 


155.6 


141.6 


Rdll/>r packer 


167.1 


178.2 


115.2 


216.2 


107.6 


120.7 


129.6 


165.2 


laodall 


145.8 


150.7 


NA 


148.5 


NA 


NA 


NA 


149.4 


Plain 


















drill seeder 


149.1 


137.3 


1D4.2 


132.0 


122.9 


119.8 


122.8 


127.3 




175.9 


153.4 


162.1 


170.3 


163.5 


156.1 


173.6 


164.7 


levee pLcu/dlsk 


139.3 


143.6 


146.2 


149.1 


146.9 


133.7 


113.8 


143.3 










Coefficient of variation 








Average widdi: 1/ 


















Chisel plov 


6.56 


22.17 


NA 


10.09 


13.54 


11.97 


3.81 


t A£ 

13.05 


Rc^Ur tandem dldc 


7.56 


30.46 


NA 


18.78 


10.44 


7.91 


4.46 


1 A C/. 

19.54 


Field .uiltlvatar 


3.96 


6.31 


4.28 


10.92 


4.57 


2.76 


13.20 


A *n 

9.71 


Spike-ticothed harrow 


7.77 


NA 


NA 


S.78 


6.95 


A O/ 

9.34 


0.72 


O.O? 




; 9.14 


4.14 


2.49 


25.77 


12.22 


6.42 


4.50 


3.A 


lAidall 


5.60 


5.77 


NA 


38.90 


NA 








Plain disk 


















drill seeder 


; 2.49 


5.42 


10.24 


12.73 


13.63 




0.3J 


O.IZ 


laodplone 


: 7.37 


14.82 


33.51 


4.80 


16.98 


11. o3 


Q 7A 


i.ll 


Levee pkitr/diBk 




2.o9 


o.Oj 


4.10 


4.94 


/ .IT? 






Average 

power takeoff: 1/ 


















Chisel plov 


; 7.56 


30.46 


NA 


18.78 


10.44 


7 Ol 


4.46 


17.J4 


Bjigyilar f^mdwp disk 


: 3.30 


6.25 


5.03 


3.85 


3.91 




A OA 




Field oUtivator 


: 2.42. 


10.60 


4.85 


4.69 


7.72 


5.31 


12.15 




Spike^toothed harrow 


: 9.74 


N^ 


NA 


12.39 


7.32 


7 *WL 


7 7Q 




Roller packtfT 


: 8.02 


12.55 


11.05 


17.83 


15.39 


6.78 


7.76 


11.84 


iaraaii 


: J. j7 




nn 


6.04 


NA 


NA 


NA 


4.98 


Plain diak 


















drill flp^HAT* 


: 3.97 


8.60 


5.68 


12.67 


9.82 


4.85 


43.87 


6.43 


I/ndpl/ne 


: 4.92 


11.20 


5.90 


4.42 


7.40 


6.56 


4.87 


11.15 


Levee pkiv/diak 


: 3.85 


2.89 


8.63 


4.10 


4.94 


7.09 


25.67 


4.63 



NA " Not appLlcahle. 

If Maan per farm producing rice and leportii^ itaa. 



25 



30 



Table 13— Seeding nethods and aeedl^g rates for rloe production, 1964 



Item 



Seeded fran: 
Alrplmee— 
Flooded laod- 
Vfet seed 
Dry deed 
Dry land 
Drill deedeis 
Broadcast seeders 



Applied from: 
Airplanes — 
Flooded land- 
Met seed 



Dry 
Dry land 
Drill seeders 
Broadcast seeders 



Seeded fon: 
Airplanes— 
Flooded land- 
Met seed 
Dry seed 
Dry land 
Drill seeders 
Broadcast seeders 
Applied fran: 
Aixplaitts — 
Flooded laiKh 

Met seed 
Dry seed 
Dry land 
Drm seeders 
Broadcast seeders 



^Mississippi 
River 

Delta 



Northeast 
Arkansas 



Grand : SoutiBoest 
PraJrle : TaHfriflna 



Teaoas 
Uppei 
Coast 



2 
2 
9 

71 
15 



D 
D 
135 
1D5 
124 



61.59 
61.67 
39.82 
12.59 
42.16 



NA 
NA 
7.1B 
2.29 
3.76 



0 
0 
3 

41 
56 



NA 

NA 
78.41 
29.17 
22.37 



NA 
NA 
21.48 
5.52 
6.35 



Texas 
Lower 
Coast 



California 



Percent of arnaggp 



0 
0 

0 
94 
6 



52 
22 

4 
16 

6 



9 
26 
30 
26 

9 



0 
2 

12 
80 
6 



Pounds per acre 1/ 



Coefficient of variation 



NA 

N4 
3.98 
67.64 



N^ 
N^ 
N^ 
2.26 
8.78 



11.63 
22.% 
51.82 
26.98 
48.78 



1.17 
1*49 
2.62 
5.52 
4.12 



36.42 
1B.69 
1B.54 
1B.90 
36.56 



3.13 
4.38 
4.^ 
4.1D 
7.02 



NA 
91.76 
32.63 
5.98 
45.27 



N^ 
N^ 
5-37 
1.90 
7.36 



94 
1 
2 
1 
2 



2.58 
71.64 
%.08 
81.30 
96.82 



1.49 
NA 
NA 
NA 
NA 



Unite^ 
States 



16 
4 
2 
53 
21 



NA 




135 


125 


N^ 


160 


136 


NA 


}ik 


145 


113 


D 


D 


137 


140 




139 


117 


122 


D 


134 


122 


116 


126 


95 


1D5 


D 


114 


142 


131 


137 


127 


119 


D 


138 



26.86 
33.89 
51.65 
23.54 
44.59 



1.20. 
1.79 
13.10 
2.14 
4.89 



NA - ^fot appllcahle. 

D - Insufficient data for dlacloeure. 

1/ Mean per faun producing rice and reporting item. 
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Iahl£ l4^Fertlllzer applied In rice production, 1984 



ItOB 


Mississippi: 
River : 
Delta : 


Northeast : 
Arkansas : 


Grand : 
Prairie : 


Southwest : 
Louisiana : 


Texas : 
Upper ; 
Coast : 


Texas : 
Lower : 
Coast : 


California : 


United 
States 










Pounds 


per acre 








Nutrlait: 
Nitrogen 
Rioepbocus 
Fdtash 


160.2 
1.4 

; 3.1 


101.1 
5.3 
14.6 


122.2 
5.1 
8.0 


94.3 
49.2 
41.5 


125.9 
42.6 
22.2 


134.4 
42.9 
27.1 


90.4 
41.8 
1.9 


118.5 
20.0 
14.3 










Coefficient of variation 






Nutxieot: 
Nitrogen 
Rxsphorus 
Potash 


: IB.Ol 
: 58.17 
: ^f9.00 


9.08 
^5.74 
46.09 


9.27 
43.00 
42.79 


4.49 
5.19 
7.12 


6.47 
9.09 

15. LI 


33.33 
5.40 
6.67 


7.24 
8.77 
45.80 


9.27 
27.% 
38.69 


TaLlB 15— Pesticide appllcatlans and costs In rice production, 1984 


Itaa 


Mississippi: 

River : Norllteast 
Delta : Arkansas 


: Gracxl 
: Prairie 


: Soutiwest 
: Louisiana 


: Texas 
: Upper 
: Coast 


: Texas 
: Lower 
: Coast 


: California 


: United 
: States 










Percmt of f anns 








PestLcides exclusively: : 
OuBtom applied 
Operator applied 


42.1 
32.7 


75.1 
7.0 


• 57.8 
.2 


56.1 
7.2 


73.4 
1.7 


77.5 
1.7 


66.8 
11.5 


61.5 
10.6 


Pesticides both custon : 
and operator applied 


7.6 


2.1 


.8 


3.4 


1.6 


4.5 


6.4 


3.5 










Dollars per acre 








Cost of pesticides: 1/ 
Custan applied 
Operator applied 2/ 


; 21.38 
: 12.87 


24.05 
1.46 


29.74 
.35 


17.76 
7.04 


36.44 
.38 


44.82 
2.91 


37.78 
6.00 


27.24 
5.24 








Coefficient of variation 






Pesticides exclusively: 
Gustcm applied 
OperatoL applied 


: 28.43 
: 53.66 


11.05 
41.57 


32.86 
94.90 


11.27 
55.1B 


7.43 
91.94 


6.^5 
91.76 


8.08 
32.38 


23.42 
58.88 


??6tlcldes both custcm 
and oycr^tar applied 

Cost of pesticides: 1/ 
Custom applied 
Operator applied 2/ 


: 52.95 

: 17.52 
: 39.66 


68.57 

10.68 
52.43 


102.19 

23.18 
71.35 


101.41 

15.50 
61.61 


91.94 

17.69 
67.63 


52.40 

10.47 
53.13 


44.32 

15.41 
45.66 


56.92 

12.42 
52.40 



1/ Oq fams producl% rice and reporting Item. 
2/ Materials only. 
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XAIb 16— fland labor In rloe production, 1984 





* Mf oo^ ao4 Tw«4 * 








Tesas : 


Texat. 








nuL Luesou • 




■ Cj t 1 _l-t 


l^jper : 


T . 


:Callfamla : 


United 






ATKanBas • 


rtaine 


: ixulslAna 


: Coast : 


Coast 




States 










nuuLo 


per acre 








AH haul l^bor 


R ft) 


^ OA 








5.00 


6.01 


5.20 




: .59 


10 




•U/ 


•W 


•Ul 


.13 


.18 


pIjmmHm fr»» Atrial 














: .65 


.27 


12 






0/. 


.UL 


.27 


CLaatdqg 














tiPld altcnes 


: .90 


.26 


.06 


.27 


.54 


.24 


.14 


.34 


iDstalliQg levoe 














goteBy spills, 


















AOd bOODBB 


! 1.17 


.71 


.X 


.35 


.56 


.59 


.78 


.65 


ELushlng 


.61 


.61 


.16 


.39 


.97 


.53 


.21 


.44 


Floodlx% 


1.54 


.91 


.27 


.88 


1.78 


1.32 


1.00 


.93 


Halkljqg levees and 












attendiixg mter 


1.44 


1.58 


1.01 


.72 


1.19" 


1.28 


1.10 


1.23 


(Xittlqg levees 














and dmining^ fields : 


.88 


.42 


.20 


.40 


1.07 


.49 


.75 


.52 


Other hand labor ; 


.84 


.38 


.23 


.54 


1.03 


.30 


1.89 


.64 










Coefficient of varlatLoa 








All hanl labor : 


31.3JB 


20.15 


35.05 


35.35 


11.22 


22.95 


20.98 


11.26 
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T ftM<» 17— Sources ax^ costs of Irrl^tion wsiter In rice production, 1984 



:] 


fflsslssippi: 








Texas : 


Texas 






Itan : 


River : 


Northeast : 


Grand 


: Southwest : 


Upper : 


loMer 


•uEUJLxornia • 




Delta : 


Arkansas : 


Prairie 


: Louisiana : 


Coast : 


Coast 




States 










Percent 








njr£ aCTBSSfi • 

W lift «KiA^^^QV> ■ 


















irrijiatfid frcci: • 
















65.7 


WellB : 


88.4 


97.8 


77.5 


46.1 


25.6 


51.8 


4.0 


Canals 1/ : 


•2 


0 


1.4 


ZI.O 


j/ •J 


48.2 


85.0 


21.4 


Surface sources— : 


















Ftee flowd^g to • 


















ODGXBtlGn : 


.7 


.1 


.1 


.2 


1.9 


( 


2.3 


.7 


Pknwi in cm mms! 


10.4 


4.2 


21.0 


31.9 


15.0 


0 


7.4 


12.5 


Pinped by others 


.3 


0 


0 


n 
u 


0 
\j 


0 


1.3 


.2 


FamB Icrlfflffri fron: 












46.6 




65.2 


Wells QDly 


75.8 


88.5 


77.6 


41.5 


16.0 


3.2 


Cj9r»'[a only 


.2 


0 


.2 


22.8 


64.6 


/TO 


"7/. 4 


Iff 




ID. 4 


4.2 


21.0 


31.9 


15.0 


0 


7.4 


12.5 


More tiian one source : 


15.2 


11.5 


12.4 


12.9 


6.9 


6.2 


15.5 


12.6 










Collars 


per acre 








Average cost of 
















40.62 


mrchased \B.t€T 2J 


; D 


NA 


D 


47.32 


yf.46 


71.65 


24.83 










Coefficient of variation 








A 1 tiK^ CK»* ^g^w 


















irrigated frcDU 














33.27 


5.36 


N^lls 


: 4.55 


3.07 


9.51 


16.23 


32.1D 


i3.Q5 


Canals 1/ 


: 68.34 


NA 


91.1B 


29.30 


1^.19 


14.02 


4.34 


27.58 


Surface sources— 


















Free f1 fwing 














92.34 


49.35 




: 52.72 


101.85 


1D2.46 


97.44 


71.1B 


NA 




: 36.29 


42.94 


33.95 


24.63 


29.75 


NA 


35.41 


32.08 


Pimvl Ytv oriigrB 


: 1D1.92 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


72.86 


32.08 


Fflmfi irrifiataii from: 












12.75 


56.57 


5.G4 


Wells only 


: 1D.90 


5.70 


11.76 


14.77 


28.48 


Canals only 


: 67.40 


NA 


94.90 


19.00 


8.30 


11.12 


3.88 


27.01 


Surface sourcrs only 


: 52.00 


NA 


56.01 


23.09 


30.87 


NA 


43.03 


38.91 


More than one source 


: 38.79 


43.67 


47.29 


31.25 


40.34 


45.27 


25.42 


34.59 


Average cost of 
















15.23 


purchased vBter 2/ 


: NA 


NA 


NA 


26.61 


13.01 


15.44 


7.95 



NA ' Not appUcabiLe. 

D ■ Insufficient data for disclosure. 

1/ Water purchased fron canal company, association, or irri^tion district. 
2/ On fanBB producing rice and reporting item. 
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ttU* m-Jitl^tlm raps: Foiier types and pu^ tates In rloe prtxioctlai, 1984 



Iten 



Ftnps: 
Total 



1/ 



Rnps poweral by: 
GasQllxtt 
Liquefied 

petroleuB gas 
Uesel 
ELectrlclty 
Natural gas 
Tractor 



Averaf piii|2lqg rate 
V^Jtaps powered by: 2/ 
GBsnllne 
Liqiipfit 

petrolan gps 
Diesel 
Electricity 
Natural gps 
Tractor 



FUnps: 

Total 

Average 1/ 
Flaps poMered by: 

GaaoLlitt 

Liquefied 
petroleun gas 

nicfltl 

ELoctrldty 

Natural gas 

lYactor 
Average punplng rate 
pu^s poi«ed by: 2/ 

Liquefied 
petroleun gas 
Diesel 
Electricity 
Natural gas 
Tractor 



:MlBBiS8iFid: 

River : Northeast 
Delta : Arkaz»as 







Teacas 


Texas 




G^raod 


: Soutiwest : 


Upper 


Lower 


:Callfomia : United 


: Ptalrle 


: ladirtAna : 


Coast 


Coast 


: : States 



3,1B9 
1.6 



6.3 
47.3 
45.5 

0 

.7 



2,120 
2,076 
1,765 
NA 
1,500 



19.12 
29.67 
24.92 
NA 
16.62 



5,306 
1.9 



•3 

24.3 
34.2 
40.8 
.3 

0 



1,159 
1,371 
1,337 
D 
NA 



26.78 
50.47 
14.46 

m 



NuDber 



4,554 
2.0 



1,390 
1.1 



266 
.6 



306 
.8 



Ferceat 



999 
1,141 

989 
1,716 

800 



1,160 
2,375 
2,288 
2,050 
1,744 



1,350 
2,667 
1,351 
1,800 
NA 



1,370 
1,427 
1,985 
1,752 
NA 



Coefficient of varlatlcn 



36.08 
51.60 
14.79 
45.74 
34.50 



37.83 
26.13 
45.68 
16.97 
12.60 



10.71 
21.16 
23.29 
66.30 
NA 



62.46 
21.46 
36.82 
19.77 



729 
.8 



NA 
D 

2,532 
liA 
D 



NA 
NA 
13.81 
NA 
NA 



15,742 
1.6 



0 


4.4 


1.9 


4.4 


0 


.7 


7.3 


7.8 


7.7 


3.8 


0 


12.5 


34.7 


51.3 


37.7 


17.2 


1.1 


36.7 


48.1 


5.3 


36.1 


22.6 


97.8 


42.9 


8.4 


29.2 


16.6 


52 


0 


6.4 


1.5 


2 


0 


0 


1.1 


.8 




GallcDS 


per nrintitg 










D 


D 


D 


NA 


2,877 



1,233 
.1,640 
1,',39 
1,865 
1,233 



27.49 
17.58 


2/ .29 
22.00 


34.04 
32.04 


12.14 
11.50 


18.20 
20.15 


18.11 
18.49 


15.37 
19.02 


25.17 
21.04 


66.74 


100.66 


NA 


67.96 


89,03 


90.38 


NA 


65.35 


35.07 
27.77 
19.92 
N^ 
57.71 


35.45 
25.31 
28.36 
100.66 
NA 


49.42 
32.50 
33.88 
50.30 
82.49 


45.59 
11.56 
46.25 
18.92 
88.68 


61.62 
16.25 
25.57 
43.57 
NA 


73.72 
29.28 
29.10 
14.53 
NA 


NA 
93.57 
NA 
NA 
93.57 


50.57 
19.30 
26.58 
36.99 
67.53 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


104.95 



19.05 
28.94 
10.47 
43.68 
38.61 



NA - Not appUcahle. 

D - InaiffideDt data for disclosure. 

1/ Moan per farm produdx^ rice. 

2/ Maui per farm ptoducipg rice and reporting item. 
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Table l9--^rractar8: Poiier taluaoff i type of fueli and hours of uae, by drive type on fame producing rloei 1984 1/ 





►MfsBlsslppl; 








Texas 


Texas 






Itm 


River t 


Nocthenst : 


Grand 


: Soutiwest : 


Upper : 


loner 


iCallforala : 


United 




DUta : 


Arkansas : 


Prairie 


: I/yrislmvi * 
• • 


Coast : 


Coast 




States 










Number 










Ttactacs: 


















IW^Mheel drive- 


















Total 


6,110 


8,279 


7,890 


3,83JD 


1,056 


1,175 


732 


29,073 


Average 2/ 


; 3.0 


3.0 


3,4 


3.1 


2.6 


3.0 


.1 


2.9 


Four^teel drive — 


















Total 


1,669 


1,793 


716 


880. 


702 


43 


71D 


6,904 


Average 2/ 


o 
•0 


.6 


•3 


.7 


1.7 


1.1 


o 
•o 


.7 


CraHlerk^ 


















Total 


: 13 


0 


69 


38 


10 


0 


1,811 


1,941 


Average 11 


1/ 


NA 


3/ 


1/ 


1/ 


NA 


2 


.2 


Fcup^toel aflfilstect^ 


















Total 


283 


60 


Ufi 


72 


61 


0 


35 


630 


Average 2/ 


•1 


3/ 


• 1 


.1 


.1 


NA 


3/ 


•1 










HorsepoHelr 








Average 

poNer takeoff: 4/ 


















ImrvteBl drive 


: 137.6 


125.2 


131.7 


116.9 


117.8 


Ul.l 


97.1 


127.0 


Foumteel drive 


1B2.4 


210.5 


Ifll.l 


172.4 


1B7.5 


164.3 


186.7 


UB8.1 


Ccauler 


; 137.7 


NA 


116.1 


76.0 


78.0 


NA 


167.9 


163.6 


Fouzrweel aaalsted 


204.8 


1>'6.6 


OC A 

85.0 


125.9 


229.6 


NA 


123.8 


170.8 










Percent 








BcMered dlesel: 


















Tiio^Nbeel drive 


98.3 


87.3 


%.8 


95.3 


%.9 


87.0 


93.8 


93.7 


Foumheel drive 


99.8 


100.0 


IDO.O 


100.0 


100.0 


95.3 


96.1 


99.2 


GraKler 


i 1IX}.0 


NA 


lUU.U 


100.0 


IDO.O 


NA 


100.0 


1 AA A 

IDO.O 


Foumteel assisted : 


IDO.O 


100.0 


IDO.O 


100.0 


IDO.O 


NA 


lOO.O 


1 AA A 

liX}.0 










Hours 




























IVionteel (fcLve 


: 616.6 


476.1 


652.2 


385.2 


468.4 


418.6 


292.4 


534.4 


Fournteel drive 


728.9 


534.7 


485.1 


534.7 


87C.9 


484.1 


499.4 


S89.4 


Crawler 


; 267.7 


HA 


346.5 


375.1 


450.0 


NA 


333.2 


334.6 


Four^viieel assisted 


: 662.7 


316.8 


450.0 


344.0 


705.6 


NA 


75.9 


525.6 



See notes at end of table. Coatlnied — 
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O^^lSy ^ tTpeof fuel, aalhoursof use, drive typeonf^ producing rice. 



TtactocB: 
TWo-itoel drl\e— 

Total 

Avetage 2/ 
Pour-Aeel drive— 

Total 

AvecpgB 2/ 
Crawlers— 

Total 

Average 2/ 
Faui>'iteel assisted— 

Total 

2/ 



Average 

poiier takeoff: 4/ 
IWnheel drive 
Foumiieel drive 
Crauler 

Pournteel aasisiai 

Bcweied by diesel: 
lWo-i4ieel drive 
Fnmteel drive 
Gn^ler 

Pour^Mheel assisted 

Average use: 4/ 
Ito-wheel drive 
Four-wheel drive 
Crawler 

Pouz^^iiieel assisted 



Item 


sMlasli sippl: : 






Texas 


: Texas : : 




: River t Hrerthtw& • 


Qrssd 






* 1xm9E£ •QiLLfarDxa • 


IMred 




t Delta : Arkansas : 


Prairie 


: honxiHi.fna : 


Coast 


Coast : : 


States 



Coefficient of variation 



H\ - Not applicahle. 

1/ AH uses on farms pcodudcg rice, 

2/ Mean per fazn produclsg rice. 

7/ Less than cne*tenth. 

4/ Mean per type of tractor. 



34.59 
9.78 


28.39 
6.74 


37.97 
7.30 


1J0.59 
6.46 


11.72 
7.31 


11.32 
6.75 


11.86 
11.05 


27.78 
6.26 


21.99 
31.00 


42.02 
18.80 


29.06 
40.60 


18.75 
17.70 


11.80 
9.50 


15.99 
13.30 


11.42 
10.90 


40.52 
31.30 


53.31 
60.03 


N\ 


77.05 
82.18 


60.12 
60.06 


62.67 
62.41 


NA 
NA 


8.65 
8.07 


17.04 
29.51 


M.69 
57.34 


65.76 
70.95 


69.59 
69.59 


66.82 
72.31 


47.94 
52.75 


NA 
NA 


79.21 
93.56 


39.34 
59.61 


3.17 
7.09 
44.52 
5.15 


2.91 
4.1JD 

37.86 


5.09 
9.65 
25.29 


2.99 
5.88 
27.94 
37.36 


2.81 
5.76 
1.65 
19.34 


2.76 
5.14 


5.55 
3.28 
5.29 
8.40 


3.61 
5.46 
4.80 
17.54 



1.12 


6.36 


2.12 


1.44 


1.52 


4.01 


3.06 


5.48 


6.20 


NA 


N^ 


NA 


NA 


3.1/ 


2.70 


O.U 


NA 




NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 



18.63 


9.13 


15.48 


8.11 


12.79 


7.72 


16.57 


8.80 


15.11 


12.39 


14.34 


15.76 


18*17 


6.27 


14.13 


13.57 


8.99 


NA 


15.69 


31.89 


7.14 


NA 


9.82 


10.16 


9.51 


14.13 


7.85 


62.95 


20.06 


NA 


26.83 


9.76 
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Table 20—Tractor8: Ages and bair purdiased, by drive type aa faxm produdi^ rtoe, 1964 1/ 













teas 


Dezaa 






Itan 


: River : 


Nortfaaast : 


Grand 


: SouthMcnt : 


Upper 


Lcwer 


:CaLifarDla : 


United 




: Delta : 


ArksDsas : 


Ftalrie 


: T/uliilflrM : 


Coast 


Coast 




States 










Year 2/ 


























of nanufacture: 3/ 




















77 


7^ 


7A 


74 


73 


70 
Ic 


71 


7 A 


Four-'wheel drl>^ 


: 78 


78 


78 


78 


76 


75 


75 


77 


Crawler 


: 71 


NA 


70 


76 


78 


NA 


59 


60 


Four^^heel /u^gjgt^ 


: 79 


79 


83 


8C 


77 


NA 


59 


80 










Berceit 








Bou^t vat: 


















TWontieel drive 


1 63.8 


53.9 


69.0 


55.1 


62.6 


55.5 


35.0 


60.1 


Fcurniieel drive 


56.3 


33.9 


70.0 


78.9 


61.0 


56.1 


58.9 


55.5 


CraHLer 


; 32.3 


HA 


0 


52.2 


50.0 


NA 


31.0 


X.4 


Four^iiieel agisted 


: 45.2 


61.3 


100.0 


IflC.O 


54.7 


NA 


0 


61.5 


Bou^ used: 


















IWrutieel drive 


33.6 


kl.l 


29.6 


43.3 


37.4 


41.8 


46.7 


37.2 


Four-wheel drive 


41.6 


60.4 


22.9 


18.9 


39 


43.9 


28.9 


40.2 


Crawler 


67.7 


NA 


100.0 


47.8 


50 


NA. 


56.8 


58.2 


ruur^MlBcl. aoBloCeCl 




7 

JJ./ 


u 


0 


33.6 


MA 


/.ft ft 


JZ.O 


Leased: 


















iwunMnDcx onve 




\ ^ 




1.6 


0 




lo.J 


2.7 


Four^J)e(3l drive 


2.2 


5.7 


7.1 


2.2 


0 


0 


12.3 


4.3 


Crawler 


0 


NA 


0 


0 


0 


NA 


12.2 


11.4 


Four-wheej. assisted : 


1.5 


8.0 


0 


0 


11.7 


NA 


60.0 


5.9 










Coefflclait of variation 








Average year 


















of mflnufacture: 3/ 


















TWonteel drive 


1,37 


2.'*5 


1.88 


1.06 


.76 


1.05 


4.13 


1.86 


Four-wheel drive 


1.25 


4.34 


7.39 


2.32 


.46 


.71 


2.65 


1.5 


CcaidBr 


3.68 


NA 


1.55 


.93 


2.47 


NA 


3.74 


4.93 


FouE^niieel asslBtad 


1.72 


2.71 


NA 


2.71 


1.98 


NA 


26.83 


.97 


Boi^t nev: 


















IW-iiieel drive 


18.78 


77.87 


18.29 


10.08 


9.62 


10.91 


20.64 


13.53 


Foumiieel drive 


35.89 


89.15 


29.01 


22.17 


14.84 


20.79 


14.89 


79.86 


Crawler : 


49.19 


NA 


NA 


6.52 


64.26 


NA 


18.26 


85.19 


Four-^teel aaslatad : 


46.25 


23.42 


HA 


9.51 


56.29 


NA 


NA 


17.94 


BoM^t used: 


















IWcniieel drive 


28.87 


39.58 


72.13 


11.99 


14.10 


12.58 


16.80 


42.26 


Foumiieel drive 


46.33 


24.09 


47.20 


40.59 


15.92 


15.72 


18.59 


17.61 


Crawler 


63.42 


N^ 


34.50 


m.73 


64.26 


NA 


12.03 


59.94 


Four-*4ieel assisted : 


20.12 


47.00 


NA 


NA 


39.23 


NA 


3.91 


74.ei 


Leased: 


















IVfonAieel drive 


52.03 


86.89 


97.70 


57.11 


NA 


55.14 


32.35 


66.24 


Fouz^-wheel drive 


59.94 


110.10 


106.28 


1D2.25 


NA 


NA 


32.98 


91.48 


Crawler : 




NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


26.38 


88.38 


RuT'iA^ assisted : 


104.53 


113.74 


NA 


NA 


79.88 


NA 


40.77 


83.32 



« Not applicable. 
1/ All uses on £ams producing rice 
2/ Flml two digits only. 
3/ ^fBan per purchaaed tractor. 
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Mds ZI-CoridiiMt ifle nl haw putdiaMd, by dilw type In rloe pcoductlon, 1984 



ItCB 


auMtUmifsit 

i River I Nortfaeast : 
! Delta ! *'taasss : 

5 i I 


GtaDd 


t : 
: Soutlimt : 

• • 

• • 


Tems 

l^pper : 

Com i 

• 
• 


Tcxaa 
Lower 

Coast 


• a 
9 • 

•GEdlfocnia : 

• • 

• 9 

9 « 


IMted 
States 




: 






NuBfaer 








VQBOUIBBS 


















IW-itoel drive- 


















Total 
FoofMMbtL drive- 


: 2,070 
: 1 


1,749 
.6 




1,330 
1*1 


517 
1.3 


726 
L9 


37 
2/ 


8,972 
.9 


Total 
AyecQ06 1/ 
Track dilw- 


; 1,067 
: .5 


770 
,3 


W5 
•3 


•3 


272 
.7 


95 
.2 


15 
2/ 


3,203 
.3 


XotBl 
iowrage 1/ 
Cn^natlcD drlw-3/ 


208 

: .1 


0 

m 


0 


0 
UK 


0 
NA 


7 

2/ 


1,156 
1.3 


1,381 
.1 


Total ~ 
Avenge 1/ 


i 6 
1 2/ 


717 
.3 


0 


0 


5 


0 
HA 


346 
.4 


1,073 
.1 










Year 4/ 








Avecage year 
of ■mfactute: 5/ 


















IVcntoel drive" 
Fauriteel drive 
I^»ck drive 
CcaUnatloD drive 


78 
80 
79 
80 


76 
80 

m. 

79 


75 
79 


76 
80 

nk 


74 
78 

81 


75 
80 
79 


77 
81 
74 
77 


76 
80 
75 
78 



Boi)g^ nan 
Trvnted drive 
Four^tel drive 
Trade drive 
Cnahfmtion drive 



Percent 



68.9 


34.8 


58.7 


53.7 


55.9 


54.2 


19.1 


64.6 


69.3 


65.1 


86.4 


75.0 




100.0 


70.6 


m 


NA 


NA 


m 


IflO.O 


53.7 


100.0 


100.0 


M 


NA 


IDO.O 


Vk 


62.3 



See notes at end of table. 



55.0 
69.7 
56.5 
87.8 

ContlniBd— 
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Xable ZL-^Goablnes: Age and Ixm purdiaiied, by d^ve tyoe In rice producttoo, 196^— GootlDued 



•Mlsslsfilppl : 








Texas : 


Texas 






Item 


River : 


NorthBast : 


Grand 


: Soudwest : 


Upper : 


Lower 


iCaUfornia : 


United 




Data : 


Arkaisas : 


Prairie 


: Lnuimana : 


Gdast : 


Coast 




States 










Coefficient of variatioa 


























l\jD-*toel drive— 




















29.90 


16.72 


31.46 


12.43 


14.01 


11.25 


49.20 


22.17 


Average 1/ 


28.48 


29.40 


26.52 


10.17 


12.49 


8.43 


74.55 


35.98 


Four-i4ieel drive — 


















Total 


17.83 


24.81 


30.17 


24.51 


16.71 


27.12 


65.92 


18.19 


Average 1/ 


; 49.75 


44.14 


58.1B 


40.67 


20.58 


39.91 


69.81 


37.78 


Trade drive— 


















Total 


17.08 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA„ 


92.76 


9.84 


9.68 


Average 1/ 


32.60 


NA 


NA 


HA 




92.17 


11.78 


27.45 


Conblnatioa drive— 3/ 


















Toiai- 


; 81.09 


IDO.OO 


NA 


NA 


88.19 


NA 


27.04 


98.25 


Avecage 1/ 


; 85.54 


75.07 


NA 


NA 


88.17 


NA 


30.52 


86.44 


Average year 


















of naniifapnire; 3/ 


















Two^Mheel drive 


: 1.24 


1.67 


1.44 


.85 


.98 


1.00 


1.42 


.91 


Four-'Nheel drive 


.59 


.49 


.85 


.78 


.84 


.62 


1.22 


.52 


Trade drive 


.68 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


1.33 


1.00 


Ccnbinatioa drive 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


3.97 


.82 


Bou^ new: 


















IWniieel drive 


: 34.11 


14.28 


68.14 


14.28 


13.86 


12.00 


20.72 


31.36 


Four^fiieel drive 


! 17.03 


28.08 


26.05 


18.69 


10.0"' 


16.01 


69.64 


22.23 


Xtadc drive 


; 13.55 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


11.16 


12.11 


CrmhlnatioQ drive 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


NA 


21.00 


1.01 



NA - Not applicable. 

1/ Moan per farm producing rice. 

2/ Less than ooe-tenth. 

3/ ConfalnatloQ track and drive. 

7/ Final two digits only. 

3/ Maan per purdiased caabine. 
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Ikhle 22— Rice buggies: Capacity and how propelled In rice productfan, ^984 



Item 


: River : 
: Delta • 

1 : 


• 

Nortbeast : 

Atkoijdas ; 

: 


Grand 
nalrie 


• • 

• • 

• • 


TlnnPT ! 

Cuast I 
: 


Texas : : 
Lcwer :Callfonila : 
Coast : : 


States 










Ninber 










Rloe buggies: 


















Total 


: 2,455 


4,412 


3,355 


1,688 


/4S 


839 


1,217 


14,709 


AveiagB 1/ 


! 1.2 


1.6 


1.5 


1.4 


1.8 


2.1 


1.3 


1.5 










limdredNelfi^ 








Average ce^iacity 2/ 


: U7,9 


1D0.1 


119.5 


101.1 


JU.2 


1 97 




112.5 










Berceat 








Rice buggies: 


















Self-propelled 


: 0 


0 


0 


0 


24 


2 


73 


7 


RiUed by tractor 


m 


ODG 


IDO 


WO 


76 


98 


27 


93 










Coefficient of variation 








Rice buggies: : 


















Total 


: 16.19 


33.90 


¥^.07 


10.70 


10.38 


U.08 


8.50 


32.02 


Average Ij 


: 36.60 


43.42 


44.05 


10.15 


7.82 


7.29 


11.01 


28.10 


Average capacity 2/ 


: 6.72 


11.61 


4.11 


5.32 


46.99 


12.56 


4.03 


10.34 


Rice buggies: 


















Self-proppl1«1 


: NA 


m. 


m. 


m 


19,27 


66.23 


6.17 


33.80 


Rilled by tractor 


I M 


m 


NA 


m 


6.73 


.93 


19.04 


.26 



Vk ■ Not appu-L^ J>le. 

1/ Mean per farm pnxtKJng rice. 

'1/ Mean per rice buggy. 
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lahle 23-Tnick8: MLles drlvai, a«e, and fuel type, by drive type on farma producing rice, 1984 1/ 





:Misslsal Is 








Texas : 


Texas 






Item 


: River : 


Northeast : 


Grand 


: Soutiwest : 


Upper . 




:Califomia : 


United 




: Delta : 


Arkansas ; 


Prairie 


: Louisiana : 


Coast : 


COOHl 


• • 


States 










Nunber 










Trucks: 


















Pickup- 


















Total 


? 3,672 


4,924 


2,845 


1,983 


90B 


789 


2,461 


17, sr*? 


Average 2/ 


: 1.8 


1.8 


1.2 


1.6 


2.2 


2.0 


2.7 


1.7 


Single-axle— 


















Total 


: 3,206 


4,329 


3,360 


1,549 


425 


342 


1,246 


14,457 


Average 2/ 


: 1.6 


1.5 


1.3 


1.2 


1.0 


.9 


1.3 


1.4 


Tandenrazle— 


















Total 


: 934 


6% 


1,564 


331 


168 


102 


80 


3,874 


Average ^ 


» c 
» •J 




./ 


•3 


.4 


.3 


.9 


.4 


Send— 
























one 


o7 


53 


32 


62 


1,527 


Average 2/ 


\ .2 


.2 


.1 


.2 


.1 


.1 


.1 


.2 










Miles 










Average use: 3/ 




























1 0 '7QQ 

jJ,/oo 


13,909 


7,286 


1 0 OAT 

13,207 


Slpgle-azle 


\ 6,1B7 


1,276 


2,554 


3,161 


5,579 


2,!27 


6,080 


3,434 


■laDQUU aJLLC 


» 0 ooo 
\ J,ZOZ 






3,8iJb 


4,601 


3,C67 


5,913 


2,487 


Semi 


! 2,086 


3,606 


3,480 


8,029 


3,163 


6,852 


3,495 


3,487 










Year 4/ 








Average year 




































Singlf>-axle 


! 74 


70 


66 


71 


71 


68 


67 


70 


TaDdenraxle 


\ 72 


72 


73 


74 


70 


72 


60 


72 


Send 


; 70 


74 


68 


79 


72 


77 


63 


72 










Percseat 








Trucks fueled by: 


















Gasoline— 


















Slngle-arlp 


90.4 


89.4 


95.4 


99.6 


97.9 


98.0 


85.9 


92.3 


Tandem-axi.e 


62.8 


99.3 


88.0 


11. 


53.4 


95.6 


19.6 


80.4 


Send 


46.3 


40.5 


38.1 


0 


0 


63.5 


0 


36.6 


L.P. i 


















Slnfe .rsxLe \ 


2.8 


.9 


0 


0 


0 


0 


1.3 


1.0 


Tandenraxle : 


1.7 


0 


0 


c 


0 


0 


0 


.4 


Send 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


0 


Dlec - : 


















Sir Je-axle : 


6.8 


9.7 


4.6 




2.1 


2.0 


12.7 


6.7 


Tandenraxle : 


35.5 


.7 


12.0 


22.1 


46.6 


4.4 


80.4 


19.2 


Sebd : 


53.7 


59.5 


61,9 


100.0 


luO.O 


36.5 


100.0 


63.4 



See notes at end of table. Continued— 
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TahlB 23-Jrnjckfl: MLles driven, age, fuel type, by drive type on fanw producing rloe, 1984— Continued 1/ 





>MiflBlflBlppi: 








Tesas : 


Texas 






Xtan 


» River : 






• OUUUIMPCDL • 


Upper : 


Xi^^er 




uDicea 




s Delta ? 




Prairie 


• T/mrla-fonQ * 

• » 


Qssst I 


Ccsst 


• • 












Coefficient 


of variation 








Trucks: 




































Total 


: 19.36 


31.48 


29.00 


1D.96 


11.80 


11.27 


9.07 


26.32 


Average 2/ 


: 30.16 


37.85 


32.08 


8.63 


9.71 


9.43 


8.9i 


28.29 


SingLe-axLe— 


















Total 


I 34.26 


50.60 


26.88 


12.47 


14.60 


18.35 


12.38 


34,83 


Avprage 2/ 


; 19.40 


55.50 


20.34 


13.03 


13.95 


22.22 


16.86 


38.36 


landeo-axLe— 


















Total 


: 27.51 


27.58 


49.% 


23.89 


21.54 


31.47 


36.21 


44.94 


Average 2/ 


I 45.73 


4^.18 


47.59 


33.35 


22.81 


39.49 


45.44 


62.78 


Semi- 


















Total 


I 41.41 


33.22 


40.05 


54.92 


39.75 


49.72 


47.38 


28.08 


Average If 


: 59.43 


74.03 


62.78 


67.42 


44.21 


58.85 


50.88 


44.68 


kreragi use: 3/ 


















Pickup 


: 14.23 


11.07 




6.82 


7.25 


8.74 


9.77 


7.50 


Slxigle-arLe 


: 26.1B 


35.49 


33.31 


15.04 


21.51 


18.47 


19.53 


31.22 


Tandenreude 


: 13.65 


.47 


18.59 


26.37 


16.16 


35.85 


65.11 


23.26 


Send 


: 32.85 


27.71 


19.25 


62.93 


36.39 


30.98 


56.20 


22M 


Average year 


















of nan^acture: 3/ 


















SlngLe-axLe 


1.16 


1.57 


1.67 


.98 


1.35 


1.49 


1.56 


1.06 


TaDdeDraxLe 


1.94 


1.49 


4.35 


9.94 


1.80 


1.74 


6.33 


3.65 


Send 


4.04 


2.37 


2.74 


52.39 


2.05 


.98 


7.65 


3.27 


Trucks fueled by: 


















GasoLLine — 


















Single-azle 


4.68 


7.15 


2.02 


.35 


1.91 


1.7? 


4.33 


2.65 


Tandeor-azle 


16.1D 


.65 


9.80 


12.41 


15.78 


4.20 


55.71 


5.58 


SeotL 
L.P. gas — 

Q-fnolcx-Hxlp 


45.11 


39.08 


52.53 


M 




34.76 


NA 


27.60 


42.28 


82.78 








KA 


95.19 


47.36 










KA 




KA 


NA 


78.06 


Semi : 


KA 










KA 


NA 


NA 


ULesei — 


















Single-aAle : 


52.1D 


61.54 


59.02 


91.62 


88.55 


85.19 


28.57 


46.15 


Tjndairazle : 


29.04 


92.10 


71.93 


43.81 


18.11 


91.28 


13.59 


58.20 


Seod 


38.84 


26.56 


32.29 


NA 


NA 


60.52 


NA 


X.85 



NA ^ Not applicable. 

1/ All uses on farm producing rice 

2/ Mean per farms producing rice. 

1/ Mean per type of truck. 

4/ Final two digits only. 
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lUiiLe of dryer, petoaot BOilftuie of rioe, and cost of conerclal drying In rioe praductloQ, 1984 



It6B 


Maalaalpid: 

% Rlv«r : 
s Delta : 


ITi 111- til ■ II . 

Arkaoaaa i 


(kaod 
Ftalrle 


; SoutinQBt • 


Upper : 


Coast 


: : 


United 
States 










Percent 








Sloe dried: 1/ 




















: 24.3 


28.2 


12.4 




91 A 


9.1 


17.9 


22.1 


O'MMIM flllP./ 


5 41.7 


58.8 


35.2 


54.7 


74.6 


90.9 


75.5 


52.9 


Sold gram 


: 34.0 


13.0 


52.4 


15.1 


3.6 


0 


6.7 


25.0 


FSaaa with rloe dried: 


















Obfcn only 


\ 22.1 


1S.5 


7.3 


26.7 


16.5 


6.6 


13.0 


16.9 


GoBerdally only 


: 39.9 


55.6 


28.6 


50.3 


72.0 


90.2 


70.4 


49.0 


BoA <i>faiM and 


















KM IK, fully 


\ 1.1 


7.9 


10.6 


5.1 


7.0 


3.2 


ID.O 


7.0 


Sold gceeo oily 


X 35.8 


17.0 


W.5 


17.8 


4.5 


0 


6.7 


27.0 


Average solature 


















ooDteot at harveat 2/ 


\ 20.0 


19.4 


18.5 


20.1 


19.8 


20.3 


a.3 


19.7 


j 


t 






Ceuts per tauidr»<jbfsl|^ 








Avecfige cost of 


















ocHKiUAl dryiDg 2/ 


! A 


52 


57 


% 


9/ 


78 


64 


69 










Coeff le!enr of varlatlai 








Rijce dried: 


















Obfam 


1 28J4 


21.87 


43.14 


1B.37 


19.85 


36.62 


21.62 


29.35 


CcuBeiLially 




20.42 


j5.64 


10.98 


6.26 


3.65 


6.05 


27.82 


Sold greea 


50.83 


'S...53 


30.78 


29.33 


54.06 


NA 


44.44 


39.41 


raraa idtzi noe ^ i: < 


















Ckifam only 


34.» 


63.43 


76,>? 


21.04 


25.5 


45.19 


28.28 


49.56 


Tf iTlally 


27.80 


15.77 


66.04 


13.55 


8.02 


6.26 


7.39 


34.88 


Both Gofara a 


















OGMerdaiUy 


56.99 


72.33 


75.71 


46.32 


40.29 


65.84 


33.09 


55.62 


Sold green aly 


f>30 


64.57 


11.60 


2b.fi 


53.68 




44.52 


39.83 


ki9sa^ sdstun; 


















cunoBut au uajr^CBw ^ « 








.77 


1.02 


.77 


1.25 


1.33 


Avenge coat of 


















oGnercial drying 2/ : 


7.74 


28.15 


14.74 


11.36 


8.37 


13.66 


4.92 


27.15 



" Not appMraMe, 
1/ Mean per fpra producing ^ce. 

Mean per cam pco(^dj% A.i and rqxrting item. 
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Idde 25— ^lype of fuel In adam drying of rloe, 1984 





lUH o<r( cxrl rwvl • 








Texas : 


Idas 






XuBB 






vCSDQ 


: SoutiMest : 


tapper : 




.VAJLIXUlUJjcx • 


mil ttjij 




Delta : 


Arkaosas 


iTaine 


: Toriffiann : 


Coast : 


OOEISC 




ataces 










Percent 




























» n Q 




u 


0 


0 


n 
u 


A 
U 






















pettoifiui gp8 








36.1 


25.1 


1A ft 




AA n 




•0 


n 


0 


0 


5.6 


n 


A 
U 


.•^ 


JUBCCZXCLiy 




*H>.0 


n 
u 


5.6 


49.5 




91 ft 


* 0 


Natural fpB 




l.U 


JO./ 


58.3 


4.9 


AA 7 


9A 9 


1fi 1 


Natural air only 


E 0 


17.7 


a 


0 


15.1 


0 


24.6 


8.7 










Coefficient of varlfltinn 








Sfcjers fueled by: 


















GMollne 


1 91.35 


98.06 


m 


M 


m. 


m 


NA 


97.53 


Liquefied 


















petrolam g9s 


: 1D.29 


33.21 


25.46 


2P.54 


40.42 


82.30 


36.:? 


21.82 


Diesel 


\ 88.01 








88.11 


M 


NA 


64.40 


Electricity 


: 69.37 


24.73 




94.81 


23.60 


51.23 


A2.03 


28.41 


Natural tpB 


E 37.83 


63.56 


43.84 


18.20 


87.46 


<il.44 


37.43 


43.12 


Natural air only 


; m 


51.87 




m. 


59.50 


m 


37.UB 


55.23 



- Not appllcahifi. 
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Table 26-ilBen8, distances, and costs of hauling rice to dzyers, 1984 





'^^***^ljBlppl t 








Teias 


Texas 






Item 


River : 


^klrtheast : 


Grand 


: Scuthuest : 


Upper : 


Lower 


: California : 


United 




: Delta : 


Arlcansas : 


Prairie 


: Tinrlgf ana • 


Cf««t 2 




: • 












Percent 








Moe dried aafam: 


















Hauled In own trudc 


98.0 


91.7 


100 


93.8 


69.1 


81.2 


85.0 


93.0 


Cuetos-hauled 


2.0 


8.3 


0 


6.2 


X.9 


18.8 


15.0 


7.0 










Miles 










Average dlstanre 


















to dryer 1/ 


; 5.9 


6.7 


5.5 


5.7 


7.4 


6.1 


7.3 


6.2 










Cents per hLndreduel^t 








Average cost of 


















custom hauling 1/ 


U 


20 


NA 


26 


23 


D 


66 


26 










Percent 








Rice dried In 


















cooneiclal dryer: 


















Hauled In own truck 


76.3 


99.7 


98.0 


87.4 


50.7 


38.3 


27.8 


78.5 


Cujjfonrhauled 


1 23.7 


.3 


2.0 


12.6 


49.3 


61.2 


72.2 


21.5 










Miles 










Average d-ffitarv^ 


















to dryer 1/ 


: 5.9 


6.7 


5.5 


5.7 


7.4 


6.1 


7.3 


6.2 










Cents per huidredMel^t 








Average cost of 


















cuBton hauling 1/ 


.11 


.20 




.26 


.23 


D 


.66 


.26 










Coefficient of variation 








Rice dried onf arm: 


















Hauled in am truck 


1.06 


6.90 


NA 


5.17 


13.84 


1S.14 


7.85 


5.36 


GUston hauled 


52.33 


75.98 


NA 


78.61 


30.92 


82.80 


44.34 


81.02 


Average Mo^anrti 


















to dryer u 


22.90 


16.04 


41.76 


26.94 


14.86 


21.21 


24.97 


16.8 


Average cost of 


















custcn haulii^ 1/ ; 


34.38 


1D3.71 


NA 


9.24 


21.33 


NA 


56.82 


28.63 


Rice dried In 


















ooonercial dryer: 


















Hauled in own truck : 


11.48 


.27 


1.95 


5.91 


12.30 


14.05 


1S.56 


3.44 


i^usTcin nauieci 






>o.Ul 


40.98 


12.63 




7.31 




Average dlflt/innp 


















to dryer \J 


26.24 


14.61 


10.61 


11.51 


8J8 


7.88 


12.99 


15.05 


kieca^ cost of 


















GUdtom hauling 1/ 


14.29 


6.44 


NA 


17.41 


13.26 


12.83 


7.90 


12.20 



NA - Not applicable. 

D * Insufficient data for disclosure. 

U Mean per farm producing rice and reporting Itan. 
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Table 27— Rloe productlai costs aid returos, 1984 





iMlsslsaippi: 






• 
• 


Texas 


: Texas 






Itan 


: River : 


Northeast : 




: Soutiwest 


Upper 


: Lc3uer 


:Cali.oraia : 


United 







Aflrjmoao * 


rxoJXjjc 


• Louisiana 


' Coast 


: Const 


• • 

• • 


States 










Dollars 


per acre 








Caflh receipts \J 


: 344.73 


375.79 


389.68 


323.59 


376.51 


466.12 


534.86 


393.22 


Cash flxppnses 


: 303.93 


285.61 


297.32 


314.76 


390.97 


462,53 


474.72 


345.08 


VarishLe aqjeoses 


: 235.65 


2]2.90 


218.47 


248.12 


3LB.79 


373.90 


288.29 


255.13 


Seed 


: 23.48 


27.60 


24 .iJ 


24.21 


25.75 


26.50 


26.56 


25.51 


Fertilizer 


: 39.61 


26.89 


31.00 


39.84 


39.11 


41.36 


37.38 


35.61 


ChflBlcals 


: 12.87 


1.48 


.35 


7.04 


.38 


2.91 


6.00 


5.51 


Cus^Gn opecatlaQs 


! 49.32 


34.43 


44.68 


36.31 


66.21 


76.25 


58.34 


47.92 


FUel, lube, aod 


















electricity 


! 43.98 


46.33 


46.10 


17.13 


46.33 


52.56 


26.82 


38.72 


Repairs 


! 22.03 


30.08 


39.00 


22.46 


23.35 


32.56 


34.65 


28.23 


Hired labor 


! 12.64 


17.86 


14.13 


15.80 


13.79 


15.99 


19.39 


15.90 


Puidiased leter 


! 0 


0 


0 


47.32 


54.46 


71.65 


24.83 


20.45 


DrylBg 


26.18 


22.82 


14.20 


37.09 


45.03 


46.50 


46.04 


32.04 


TerhnlcAl servloes 


3.54 


5.41 


4.91 


.92 


4.38 


7.62 


8.28 


5.24 


Fiaed expenses 


: 68.28 


72.71 


78.85 


66.65 


72.18 


88.63 


186.43 


89.95 


Fan cwEthead 


! 16.37 


17.48 


18.71 


16.56 


19.97 


24.13 


55.16 


23.67 


Taxes and 


















iDsurance 


1D.33 


1D.84 


12.62 


8.03 


9.57 


12.97 


22.28 


12.26 


Interest 2/ 


41.58 


44.39 


47.5'> 


42.06 


42.64 


51.53 


108.99 


54.02 


Receipts less*" 
















cash fopennes 


40.80 


89.98 


92.36 


8.83 


-14.46 


3.59 


60.14 


48 14 
















ilO 00 


/.Q 71 


Becelpts less 




































and replaoeneot 


-4.31 


36.42 


28.15 


-21.42 


-48.68 


-61.04 


-2.08 


-1.57 


Ecoraric costs 3/ 


393.73 


416.64 


448.11 


412.72 


451.20 


567.93 


594.39 


454.70 


Variable oqpeoses 


235.65 


2]2.90 


218.47 


248.12 


318.79 


373.90 


288.29 


255.13 


Farm overhead 


16.37 


17.48 


18.71 


16.56 


19.97 


24.13 


55.16 


23.67 


Taxes aod 
















Insurance 


10.03 


10.84 


12.62 


8.03 


9.57 


12.97 


22.28 


ai.26 


Capital replamnent : 


45.11 


53.56 


64.21 


30.25 


34.22 


64.63 


62.22 


49.71 


Return to operating : 


















capiial 4/ : 


6.80 


6.58 


7.73 


6.48 


10.99 


10.99 


10.05 


7.8B 


Return to otiher : 


















noolaad rapitfll 3/ : 


10.03 


10.39 


12.76 


6.80 


7.48 


11.82 


12.22 


10.12 


Net land rent 6/ : 


47.91 


74.49 


89.54 


69.89 


26.70 


42.25 


111.15 


68.86 


UlQBla laDGT 


21.53 


30.40 


24.07 


26.90 


23.48 


11.11^ 


33.02 


27.07 


Residual return to : 


















managfeneat and rlEBc 111 


-49.00 


-41.05 


-58.43 


-89.13 


-74.69 


-iDi.ai 


-59.53 


-61.48 



1/ Harvest-period prloe tlaos yield (app. table 2). 

^ Actual expenditure in 1984 attributed to rice prodictioQ. 

3/ FUll-oHnerflhip oosts, exrliik^ interest poynents. 

5/ Varlilale xpeose itens ailtiplled by part of year used and the ^-tnonth U.S. TrBasui> bill rate. 

5/ Value of madilnery end cquipaent miltiplied by longrua rate of return to production asoets In farm sector. 

5/ Of total acres rented, pempnfagp of caab and rfwre rented acres oiiltiplled by average caah aal slare re^»c. 

7/ Total mnralr costs leas cash receipts. 
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Appendix tahl« l-<kMatieB and crop reportli^ districts (ORD) in rice growli^ regions 







MLsslsfilDDl River D^lta* 




Arkansas 


• urircenodn 




• mssissippi 




• rnjj_Lips 
















• vcLeU.IL 








• Catahoula 




• OGDCOTuXa 




• n?n 9 




• fX>T\ Q 




• KJRXJ H 


MLsslsalppl 


: (KD 1 




: Panola 




» run A 

t ecu/ H 


Missouri 








Northeast Arkansas 






: Lee 




Monroe 




oz» rxancis 








1 aiD 3, eioep^ Mlssisalppi 


Grand Prairie of Arkansas 












SouthNBSt Louisiana 


CRD 1 




uui J, except uatanoula and Coocorala 




run 7 




ffin ft 


UDoer Coast of Tpsia • 


orazona 




xdymnnsLa 




Ft. Bend 




Galveston 




ngUTlfl 




Jefffcraon 




Liberty 




OrangQ 

XJSV Jn 




vAi/ Jo ) exccjTt wajjjer 


Louer Coast of Tesoas : 






LnJL/ Oil 




Calhoun 




Jackson 




naLogPIUa 




Victoria 




VhartcQ 


California : 


CRD 50 




CRD 51 
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Appendix table Z—Harvest-month price and yield far rice, 1984 



Item 


MLsr^Bsippi: 
1 River : 
Delta : 


Northeast : 
Arkansas : 


Grand. 
Prairie 


: : Texas : 
: SoutiMest : Upper : 
: Louisiana : Coast : 


Texas 
Lower 
Coast 


rCelifomia : 


United 
States 










Donars per hundredw^l^t 








Harvest-mcnth 
price of rice 


! 8.03 


8.19 


8.19 


7.82 8.60 

Hundiedwa^c^it per acre 


3.60 


7.63 


8.05 


Yield 


: 42.93 


45.86 


47.58 


4 .38 43.78 


54.20 


70.10 


48.87 



